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CURRENT TOPICS. 


We rxint elsewhere a letter from a firm of solicitors which 
reveals the existence in the chambers of the Masters in Lunacy of 
a very unsatisfactory state of things. It appears, from the 
information given to our correspondents at the chambers, that 
there are arrears of business of last sittings still to be disposed 
of, and that no definite appointment for business subsequentl 
arising can be given until these arrears have been disposed of. 
Lunacy ns panonys as our correspondents remark, are usually 
urgent, and great inconvenience is likely to arise from delay in 
dealing with them. 





Mr. Justice Bucktzy, on Wednesday, upon 
two winding-up petitions, pointed out that the 
contain any i at 


the hearing of 
etitions did 


= not x. and 
contained in any of the books of 


was not contained in any fo 
precedents, the learned judge held that it was necessary, and 


directed the petitions to stand over, with liberty to amend. 





Tux List of the Court of Appeal for the Easter sittings shews 
scarcely any improvement on the Hilary list. At the commence- 
ment of the sittings there were 432 appeals, and there 
are now 427. A year ago there were 373 a meals There are 139 
appeals from the Ch Division, and 177 from the King’s 
Bench Division. With all these arrears before them, and the 
knowledge that litigants are kept in suspense for a year or 
more, the two divisions of the court during recent sittings have 
ambled along at their accustomed easy-going trot, not forgetting 
the absolute necessity for a little repose in the shape of an 
occasional “‘ day off,” a privilege apparently as much cherished 
Mace learned, Appeal judges as by the unlearned London 
‘ slavey.’ 





THe ENERGETIC judges of the Chancery Division afford an 
object-lesson to their brethren of the Court of Appeal. At 
the commencement of the Hilary sittings there were 303 causes 
and matters for hearing, shewing a reduction of 73 since the 
commencement of the last zatoren Hs sittings. There are now 
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only 236 causes and matters for hearing, being 67 less than 
at the commencement of the Hilary sittings. A year ago 
there were 351 causes and matters. If this reduction should 
continue, the Chancery Division will soon form a rival to the 
Commercial Court in the rapidity with which an action can 
be heard and decided. No doubt the increased number of 
judges helps towards this result, but this alone would not 
explain so remarkable an overtaking of the work of the 
division; the bench as a whole is prompt and business-like 
in dealing with its work; and withal, if we may venture to say 
so, usually painstaking and accurate in decision. There are 
twenty-five company cases, which will this sittings fall to be 
decided by “ Buckley on the Companies Acts.” 





Auas ror the King’s Bench Division! Here we have an 
increase of arrears about equivalent to the decrease in the 
Chancery Division. There were 809 causes at the commencement 
of the Hi sittings, and there are now 875. A yearago there 
were 776. we pointed out last week, the actions for trial 
have risen from 656 at the Hilary sittings to 740 at the present 
sittings. Surely litigants are the most long-suffering people in 
the world, or there would be some commotion about the delay 
in the trial of actions. 


Ir 1s saFE to predict that, should the provisions of the late 
Mr. Ruopzs’ will ever come before a court of law, they will 
afford plenty of matter for discussion. In the main no doubt 
they be construed according to the law of Rhodesia, what- 
ever that may be; and if the Roman-Dutch law of the Cape is 
in operation there, it may be that the gift for keeping the grave 
in order in perpetuity is valid, although prima facie not so 
according to English law. It is hardly necessary to point out 
that a gift for maintaining a tomb is not charitable so as 
to escape the rule against perpetuity. A devise of land 
for a park, such as the devise of land near Bulawayo which 
is to be “planted with every possible tree,” could doubt- 
less be now effectually made here under the Mortmain 
and Charitable Uses Act, 1891, since an order of the court 
could be obtained for the retention of the land in lieu of 
sale. But this again would depend on Rhodesian law. The 
provision for constructing ‘‘a short railway line from Bulawayo 
to Westacre, so that the people of Bulawayo may enjoy the 
glory of the Matoppos from Saturday to Monday ” is novel, but 
not apparently open to criticism on legal grounds. _If the pro- 
vision extended to maintaining the railway, it would be a ques- 
tion in this country whether the encouragement of week-end 
holidays was a charity. The gift of £100,000 to Oriel College 
for the purposes of extending and repairing the college build- 
ings and augmenting the stipends of the resident fellows, is, of 
course, a good charitable gift, and none the less that £10,000 is 
to go towards improving the fellows’ dinners. What was the 
age oe defect that induced this bequest we cannot say. 

he high table at an (Oxford or Cambridge college is 
not ugually the place where dinner is lacking either 
in quality or quantity. And the provision for a vast 
number of Colonial, American, and German scholarships is 
interesting on the ground of the magnificence of the conception 
and the novelty of the means by which it is carried out rather 
than for any legal points that can arise. Here, again, the gift 
is charitable, and in English law is not open to criticism. The 
same, however, cannot be said of the devise of Mr. Ruopzs’ 
residence in Cape Colony—De Groot Schuur—as a residence 
for the Premier of the Federal Government of South Africa, when 
such an official shall come into existence, and the gift of 
£1,000 a year for teen | an equipage and other purposes. 
It would not be feasible by English law to tie up land in this way 
to await a contingency which may happen, if at all, at a remote 

riod, nor is it easy to see how the gift would be effectual 
in law even if the premier were in office. But this would be a 
matter to be settled, so far as the house is concerned, by Oape 
law. The only part of the will which is necessarily governed 
by English law, is the devise of the Dalham Hall estate in 
strict settlement, with conditions requiring every tenant for life 
or tenant-in-tail to have been, or to be, engaged for ten conse- 
cutive years in business, and these conditions could of course 





only be effective, if at all, fora limited time. The will as a 
whole is full of legal points, but whether any of them will be 
ever raised is very doubtful, especially having regard to the 
nature of the residuary gift. 


In tHE case of Re Highett 5 Bird’s Contract (ante, p. 380) 
Swinren Eapy, J., appears to have cited the dictum of Oozzns- 
Harpy, L.J.,in Barsht v. Tagg (1900, 1 Ch., at p. 234), that “in 
the absence of any stipulation on the subject, the vendor must 
bear all expenses and outgoings of property sold down to the 
time when a good title was first shewn.”” It is, however, sub- 
mitted that this statement of the law is too wide, and that 
when a time for completion is fixed, that is the “ governing 
date.”” In Barsht v. Tagg the title had been accepted prior to 
the time fixed for completion, so that it was not really 
necessary to decide the point, but it is to be observed 
that the authority cited by Oozzns-Harpy, LJ. (Carrodus 
v. Sharp, 20 Beav, 56), is distinguishable on two grounds. 
In the first place, in Carrodus v. Sharp no date appears to have 
been fixed for completion, and in such a case it cannot be dis- 
puted that the governing date is the time when a good title was 
first shown: Re Spencer-Bell (833 W. R. 771), Re Keeble and 
Stillwell (78 L. T. 883). In the second place, Carrodus v. Sharp 
was a specific performance action in which the title was made 
out in chambers. Sir Epwarp Fry, in his work on Specific Per- 
formance, states (p. 621) that ‘‘ when the contract fixes the time 
for completion, there primd facie, and in the absence of stipula- 
tion, the time so fixed is the time from which the purchaser is 
liable to the payment of interest and is entitled to the rents.” 
To this rule he gives four exceptions, one of which is when the 
title is made out in chambers (p. 622), in which case he says that 
“the day when the title is made out is the day on which 
the purchaser comes under an obligation to complete.” 
Now in Highett § Bird’s Contract the time for completion was 
fixed—viz., the 27th of September, 1901, and the case does not 
fall within any of the four exceptions given in Fry. It is sub- 
mitted, therefore, that as from the 27th of September, 1901, the 
purchaser was entitled to the rents and profits. But, as pointed 
out in Fry, at p. 631, the liability to discharge outgoings must 
on principle be ‘incident to and coterminous with the right to 
receive the rents.” It is, therefore, submitted that the dictum 
of Cozzns-Harpy, L.J., if applied to cases where the time for 
completion is fixed, introduces a novel doctrine for which there 
is no authority, and the logical outcome whereof would be that 
the purchaser is not entitled to the rents and profits as from the 
time fixed for completion unless there is an express stipulation 
to that effect. 





Tux Vexatious Actions Act, 1896, was intended to deal with 
exceptional circumstances, and applications under it have 
naturally been i uent. They can only be made by the 
Attorney-General, and he must satisfy the court that the person 
complained of “has habitually and persistently instituted 
vexatious legal proceedings without any reasonable ground.” 
The court may thereupon order that no legal proceedings shall 
be instituted by that person without the leave of the High 
Court or a judge. Shortly after the passing of the Act its 
effect was considered in Re Chafers (45 W. R. 365), and 
Wrieat, J., observed that the consideration whether a person 
had habitually and persistently instituted vexatious legal pro- 
ceedings without any reasonable ground did not depend ona 
minute examination of whether in each icular action there 
was or was not a reasonable ground. It was necessary to 
consider the number of actions brought, their general character, 
and their results. In that case forty-eight actions had been 
instituted, all save one before the Act, and the Divisional Oourt 
made the order applied for. In the recent case of Re Jones 
(Times, 25th ult.) the number was much less, but there were 
circumstances which induced the court to decide that the Act 
might properly be put in operation. A member of a f 
and gardening association, formed under the Industrial an 
Provident Societies Act, 1876, who had held an allotment, 
received from the committee notice to quit for non-payment of 
rent. As he declined to go, possession was recovered by oe 
process. The rules of the association provided for the 
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ment of disputes by arbitration, but the member in question 
proceeded to bring actions against the several members of the 
committee. All these—five in number—were stayed, and the 
last was dismissed as frivolous and vexatious. Having re 

to all the circumstances, including the humble position of the 
parties, and the waste of money which might ensue if the 
member were allowed to go on unchecked, an order under 
the Act was made. It did not, as the Lord Chief Justice 
pointed out, debar the plaintiff from taking any proceedings 
at all. It only required him as a preliminary to satisfy a judge 
that there was a case on which he ought to be allowed to sue. 





In THE oAsE Of Smith v. Kerr the Court of Appeal recently 
affirmed the decision of Cozzns-Harpy, J. (1900, 2 Oh. 511), 
that Clifford’s-inn is subject to a charitable trust. . Upon the 
language of the conveyance of 1618, upon which the title of the 
members of the inn rests, it is difficult to see how any other 
result could have been arrived at. Long before that date the 
premises appear to have been occupied by the Society of 
Clifford’s-inn as an Inn of Chancery under leases from the 
Clifford family, but at length by an indenture of feoffment 
dated the 29th of March, 1618, in consideration of 
£600 paid by the society, they were conveyed by Lord 
CurrrorD to trustees, it being declared that the object 
of the conveyance was that they might “‘be assured, estated, 
and settled [so] as the same shall and may for ever hereafter 
continue and be employed as an Inn of Ohancery for the 
furtherance of the practisers and students of the common laws 
of this realm” ; and by a further clause it was expressly 
that ‘‘the said capital messuage now called by the name of 
Clifford’s-inn shall for ever hereafter retain and keep the same 
usual and ancient name of Olifford’s-inn, and shall for ever 
hereafter be continued and employed as an Inn of Chancery for 
the good of the gentlemen of that society and for the benefit of 
the commonwealth as aforesaid.”” The meaning of these words 
is clear, especially when regard is had to the use to which the 
Inns of Chancery were put at that period. Ooxz enumerates 
eight of them—namely, Olifford’s-inn, Lyon’s-inn, Olement’s- 
inn, Bernard’s-inn, Staple’s-inn, Furnival’s-inn, Thavie’s-inn, 
and New-inn, and says that they were erected “for the 
young student which mostly cometh from one of the uni- 
versities . . . to learn there the elements of the law” 
(3 Rep. xxxvi.). The first three were attached to the Inner 
Temple, the next two to Gray’s-inn, the next two to Lincoln’s- 
inn, and the last to the Middle Temple. Forrzscvz, whose 
account dates from Hznry VI., says that there were ten lesser 
inns, and sometimes more, called Inns of Chancery, in each of 
which there were a hundred students at least. It would appear 
from Stow’s Survey of London (ed. 1623, p. 66) that the two 
inns which had disappeared were Scroop’s-inn, in “ Old- 
bourne,” and Chester’s-inn or Strand-inn, in the Strand. The 
latter was pulled down in the reign of Epwarp VI. by the 
Duke of Somerset, “who in place thereof raised that large 
and beautiful house called Somerset House.’”’ Hence, when 
Clifford’s-inn was formally conveyed for the purposes of an Inn 
of Chancery, it was devoted to purposes of legal education, and 
consequently was affected with a charitable trust, and, none the 
less, that a consideration for £600 was paid by the society to 
the feoffor. Those who provided the money became joint 
founders of the charity, but the charity itself was, as the Court 
of Appeal have held, undoubtedly constituted. 





Tue aqvEsTion has often been considered, but never till 
recently actually decided, whether justices at an annual gen 
licensing meeting can themselves start an objection to the 
renewal of a licence. The question has now been answered in 
the affirmative by a Divisional Court in the case of Rez v. The 
Justices of Kingston-on-Thames (ante, p. 394). From the facts 
stated in that case it appears that at the annual meeting the 
justices announced that the renewal of a number of licences, 
to which no objection whatever had been made, would be con- 
sidered at the adjourned meeting. The a t was the 


been served with no notice to attend, nor with any 
notice of objection. In spite of this, the justices refused to 
renew the licence without hearing any ence whatsoever. 
Now, by section 42 of the Li Act, 1872, written notice 
of an intention to oppose a renewal should be served on the 
licensee seven days the annual meeting; but although 
no notice has been given, the justices may, ‘‘on an objection 
being made, adjourn the granti of licence to a future 
day.” It was held in Daykin v. Parker (42 W. R. 625; 1894, 
20. . 273, 556) that an objection made virtually in open 
court, without any grounds hey bye was a goe 0 joan 
made” within the section, and that, therefore, justices had 
power to e the consideration of the renewal to the 
adjourned m In the recent case, however, no objection 
whatever was e in open court, and it is not ising that 
the High Court granted a mandamus tgs genes to hear the 
application for renewal according to law. court, however 

held that justices may start an objection themeelves, provided 
they announce it in o : that if they so state 
thes objection, they can then adjourn the consideration of the 
renewal. This decision, then, settles the question of the power 
of the justices to themselves start objections, and settles it in 
what, we submit, is rather an unfortunate way. It is not 
at all satisfactory for the justices, who should act judicially, to be 
themselves objectors. This was put forcibly by Hawxuys, J., in 
Reg. v. The Justices of Anglesea (59 J. P. 743). In commenting 
upon the section in question, he said that it ‘‘ admits of objections 
being made without previous notice at any time during the 
meeting itself, subject to the provision made for giving the 


agreed | applicant for the renewal an “ey of bei when the 
justices come to consider the objection. It could not have been 
in the contemplation of the i that the licensing 


justices would or might be objectors themselves, for the justices 
are the only persons to whom an objection can be made ; they are 
the only persons required to take action upon it, and ag J are 
the only persons who are to hear and determine it. In so doing, 
they act judicially. It is difficult to suppose that those by 
whom this enactment was passed intended so far to depart 
from one of the first principles of justice—viz., that no man 
shall be a judge in his own cause. Yet it would be so if 
licensing justices were allowed to adjudicate on objections made 
by themselves to themselves. The words ‘on an objection 
being made’ can only mean ‘made to the justices.” We 
think it rather unfortunate that the court did not adopt 
this dictum, Although licensing justices at their annual general 
meeting do not constitute a court, still it cannot be denied 
that they are bound to act judicially ; and it is hard to see how 
the parts of judge and prosecutor can be doubled satisfactorily. 





Tue Government Licensing Bill and the Bills brought in by 
private members relating to the same subject will probably 
cause much attention to be directed to the laws the 
sale of intoxicating liquors. We desire to express no 0 
as to what restrictions ought to be placed by the Le 
upon the sale of intoxicating liquors or as to what limit should 
be placed upon the number of public-houses in a particular 
district. But whatever the law may be, everyone must wish 
that it should be administered with fairness and impartiality, 
and without any suspicion of bias. Generally speaking, no 
doubt, this is done, but there are exceptions. Thus, with 
regard to the justices who attend the licensing meetings in 
some districts, it is said that, while some of them neglect their 
ordinary judicial duties, they never fail to take their seat on the 
bench when the question is whether a licence should be granted 


eral | or renewed ; that others, from their ownership of property, have 


interests or sympathies which t them from - 
ing the question with an un mind, and others, 
who are known to have spoken in public in favour 
total abstinence or of a Permissive Bill, are ¢ 
by many to register their votes without any regard to 
evidence brought before them. The of some 
the licensing meetings have recently excited much comment. 
We hear that in one district it was arranged by the justices 
that they should divide themselves into committees of 





licensee of one of the houses affected, and at the adjourned 
meeting he was represented by counsel, but he had 





who should personally visit the different public-houses 
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report to their colleagues whether the existing licences should 
or should not be renewed. The obvious result of this 
arrangement would be to make the hearing of the 
application an idle formula, as the meeting would act 
upon the reports which it had received and not upon the 
evidence. In another county a village, beautifully situated in a 
valley surrounded by mountains, contained, like other ancient 
villages, a Jiberal supply of public-houses. A company, 
attracted by the beauty of tho scenery, built a large hotel upon 
a wooded slope at a considerable height above the village for 
the accommodation of tourists. An application by the company 
for the ordinary wine and spirit licence was rejected on the 
ground that the wants of the neighbourhood were sufficiently 
supplied. We cannot but think that a licensing body of a 
more select and permanent character than the present one 
would be an improvement on the existing system. It should at 
apy rate be essential that the licensing meeting should have as 
chairman one who had the qualification of a legal training. 


Tue vEcision of Kexewicu, J., this week in /verster v. The New- 
lands, §c., Diamond Mines (Limited) (reported elsewhere) related 
to a matter of some practical importance as to voting at com- 
pany meetings, though it could hardly be supposed to raise any 
real doubt. It has already been decided in Lrnest v. Loma Gold 
Mines (45 W. R. 86; 1897, 1 Ch. 1) that, under the ordinary 
form of articles of association, proxies can only be effectively 
used ata poll. The proxy is usually required to be a member 
of the company, and on a show of hands he can vote only once, 
so that his voting power is not increased by any proxies which 
he may hold. But in voting at a poll how is he to fill up his 
voting paper? In the present case the plaintiff, who had 
several thousand proxies, had signed it with his name, 
adding “for self and proxies.” Since under the articles the 
proxies had to be lodged beforehand with the company, it is 
obvious that this gave all the information necessary to enable 
the votes which the plaintiff controlled to be duly counted. It 
appears, however, to have been objected that separate votirg 
papers should have been sent in in the names of the persons 


who had given the proxies. To this objection Krxewion, J. . 


allowed no weight. The voting paper as sent in expressed th. 
intention of the parties concerned, and to have increased the 
voting papers would have been useless trouble. At the time of 
enumeration the officials already know how many valid proxies 
have been deposited in the name of each proxy-holder, and his 
voting paper should be multiplied accordingly. 


THE ATTENTION of our readers should be directed to Mr. 
Srrincer’s observations on the reform of legal procedure, which 
we report elsewhere. His suggestion that the Rules of Court 
ought to distinguish between questions of principle and questions 
of practice, and that it is in respect of matters of practice that 
amendment is most needed, appears to be very valuable. 








THE EDUCATION BILL. 


Tue subject of this Bill stamps it at once as of first-rate 
importance ; and such it undoubtedly is, if it be the Ministerial 
intention that it shall be passed into law, and shall not, sharing 
the fate of more than one of its predecessors, perish before it 
reaches the Committee stage. 

Apart from questions of policy, which it would be out of place 
to discuss in this article, the Bill is of considerable interest to 
lawyers, for it proposes important alterations in the present law 
as to education. It may here at once be pointed out that as 
regards what is certainly the most controversial, and probably 
the most important, subject dealt with by the Bill—elementary 
education—the framers of the measure have stopped short at 
pronase’, and have not gone the length of positive enactment. 

other words, this part of the Bill is, as will appear here- 


after, permissive only. Assuming the Bill to have become 


law in its present form, Parliament will have laid certain 
proposals before the local authorities for them to accept 
or reject at their pleasure, and will have made no attempt 
to impose its own will upon them. The Statute Book con- 





tains many examples of permissive legislation; for example, 
the Baths and Washhouses Acts, the Public Libraries 
Acts; and certain provisions of the Public Health Acts are in 
force only in such localities as have thought fit to adopt them; 
but it may be doubted whether these or other adoptive enact- 
ments afford a sufficient precedent for permissive legislation 
upon a subject of such general importance as education. With 
regard to such a subject uniformity is surely desirable, and the 
judgment of the Legislature might well be allowed to prevail 
over the preferences of localitics. 

The Bill deals in separate parts with ‘‘ higher education” and 
with ‘‘ elementary education ” ; the former expression is used in 
the Bill synonymously with ‘‘ education other than elementary,” 
and this may be taken to be its definition. The expression 
‘‘ elementary education ” is not defiaed either by the Bill or by 
the Elementary Education Acts, to which the Bill refers for any 
further definitions which may be required. But the meaning of 
this expression was much discussed in the judgments in Zig. v, 
Cockerton (1901, 1 Q. B. 322, 726), and further light is thrown on 
its meaning by a provision in the Bill (section 18) limiting the 
power to provide instruction under the Elementary Education 
Acts to “ the provision of instruction given under the regulations 
of the Board of Education to scholars of not more than fifteen 
years of age in a publicelementary school.” This provision, of 
course, affirms the decision in the Cockerton case. Oa the same 
point it may be noticed that any arrangement for the continua- 
tion, at the expense of the rates, of the classes declared to be 
illegal by that decision which has been made under the 
temporary Act of last session (1 Edw. 7, c. 11) is continued (by 
clause 20) until the appointed day upon which the new enact- 
ment comes into operation. 

As to “ higher education ” the Bill contains little that is new ; 
the more general term is substituted for “technical or manual 
instruction,” the supply of which was dealt with by the 
Technical Instruction Acts of 1889 and 1891. Under these 
Acts again the local authority is allowed to expend the proceeds 
of a rate of a penny in the pound in aid of the above instruction, 
and every county, borough, and urban district council is a local 
authority. Under the Bill no powers in relation to higher 
education are given to the councils of the smaller boroughs and 
urban districts. Councils of counties and county boroughs are 
to be the “local education authorities,” and may spend the 
proceeds of a twopenny rate as well as the sum received by 
them under the Local Taxation, &c., Act, 1890, in supplying or 
aiding the supply of education other than elementary; and 
councils of boroughs with a population of over ten thousand, 
and of urban districts with a population of over twenty 
thousand, will have concurrent powers of aiding higher educa- 
tion, limited to a penny rate. There is a provision against 
religious tests in rate-aided schools and colleges similar to the 
provisions in the Acts of 1889 and 1891, which Acts the Bill 
proposes to repeal in toto. The provisions as to higher educa- 
tion are therefore neither complex nor very novel. 

Part III. (sections 5-11) of the Bill deals with “ elemen 
education.” This part is,as already pointed out, “ adoptive.” 
The power to adopt is given to the local education authority— 
viz., the council of a county, a county borough, a non-county 
borough whose population exceeds 10,000, and an urban 
district whose population exceeds 20,000. Thus the county 
council will be the authority for such parts of the county as are 
not comprised within any of these more populous districts ; 
and there will not necessarily, or perhaps even probably, bea 
uniform adoption throughout any one county. The adoption is 
to be carried out with certain formalities which are prescribed 
in the first schedule to the Bill. 

In the area in which the adoption takes place, school boards 
are to be abolished and the local education authority is to 
succeed to their powers and duties as to elementary education : 
but the management of public elementary schools provided by 
the authority is to be entrusted to managers appointed by them 
under section 15 of the Act of 1870, a section which gives a similar 
power to school boards but imposes upon them no obligation to 
exercise it. In the case of schools not so provided (viz., 
‘“‘ voluntary schools”) the managers are to continue as under the 
existing law. By these provisions it would appear that proper 
care for local needs will be assured. The local managers are, 
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however, to be subject to the control of the local education 

authority in certain particulars, of which the more important are 

(1) the secular instruction to be given; (2) inspection and 

audit ; (3) consent to the appointment of teachers (not to be 

withheld except on educational grounds) ; (4) the right to appoint 
additional managers (not to exceed one-third of the whole 
number). 

The local education authority are to maintain and keep 
efficient all public elementary schools within their area which 
are “‘ necessary,” and are to apply in aid of their expenses the 
Parliamentary grant now distributed by the Board of Education 
under the Voluntary Schools Act, 1897. As to the provision of any 
new public elementary school and its suitability for the wants of 
a district (whether it is proposed to be provided by the local 
education authority or otherwise), and as to whether any existing 
school is “ necessary,” or not, there is to be an appeal to the 
Board of Education, who are to have regard to the interests of 
secular instruction, to the wishes of parents, and to economy of 
the rates, but a school with an average attendance of thirty is 
not to be held to be unnecessary. 

Many important supplementary provisions are contained in 
Part IV. of the Bill. The local education authority is to exercise 
its powers as to both branches of education (other than financial 
powers and powers of adopting Part III.) through education 
committees or a single committee: the majority of such a 
committee is to consist of members of the authority 
appointing it, and a wide choice is given as to the compogition 
of the minority, the suggestion being that experts in education 
shall be appointed ; a ee providing for the appointment of 
the committee is to be framed by the authority and approved 
by the Board of Education. 

The expenses of carrying out the Act are to be defrayed by 
the local education authority out of their ordinary funds and 
rates—viz., by a county council out of the county fund, by a 
borough council out of the borough fund or rate, and bya 
district council out of the district fund and general district rate. 
But as to elementary education these expenses are to be charged 
exclusively upon the area of the local education authority, so 
that a county council will not be able to charge these expenses 
on a borough or urban district which has its own education 
authority ; and provisions are made for charging expenses 
incurred in respect of a particular school upon the parish or 
parishes served by that school. Borrowing powers are given 
to the local education authorities, the purposes being those of 
the Elementary Education Acts “or this Act”; it is not clear 
what new purposes for which loans may be raised are created 
by the Bill, as borrowing for the purposes of providing higher 
education is not, expressly at all events, authorized. 

The drafting of the Bill is above the average, and there is 
less than the usual amount of incorporation of other statutes ; 
many important provisions are, however, relegated to the 
comparative obscurity of the schedules. The working of these 

rovisions will require to be closely scanned. The first schedule 
( to method of adoption), has already been referred to. 

hedule II. contains provisions as to transfers of property, 
rights, and liabilities to the local educational authorities, and 
here the Local Government Acts are applied with variations. 
The third schedule is likely to lead to difficulties of construction ; 
it contains modifications of the Elementary Education Acts “as 
applied under this Act,” and it abounds in enactments in the 
form with which modern legislation has made us familiar, such 
as—that references in the applied enactments to A. shall be 
construed as references to B. Schedule IV. contains the 
repeals, the first part consisting of enactments repealed 
generally, the second part of enactments repealed in areas in 
which Part III. of the Bill has been adopted. 

On the whole the Bill promises well, but from a lawyer's 
point of view it would be infinitely improved if the permissive 
element were removed, and the local management of elementary 
education were placed uniformly under one authority, such 
authority being also the authority for higher education, and 

us in a position to direct education generally as one co- 
ordinate whole. 

It should be added that the Bill does not apply to London ; 


REVOCATION OF A GUARANTEE. 


Drrricutt questions have from time to time arisen as to the 
effect of the death of a guarantor by way of revocation of the 
guarantee. In ordinary contracts the general rule is that the 
representatives of a deceased debtor are liable to the extent 
of the assets which come to their hands upon all contracts of the 
deceased which are undischarged at the timé of his death. 
There is, of course, the exception of contracts for personal 
services which can be performed only during the lifetime of 
the party contracting. These are subject to the implied 
condition that he shall be alive to perform them, so that, 
should he die, his executor is not liable to an action for 
breach of contract occasioned by his death. A contract by 
an author to write a book, or by a painter to paint a picture, 
within a reasonable time, are familiar instances of this exception. 

But contracts of guarantee are of a particular kind. In the case 


guarantor or to the detriment of himself. But until the condition 
has been in part fulfilled, the guarantor has the power of 
revoking the guarantee without the assent of the person to 
whom it is given. The guarantee is considered as equivalent to 
an offer only, without any consideration to make it binding. It 
has been stated to be the law that when a man who has made 
an offer dies before it is accepted, it is impossible that it can 
then be accepted ; and in Coulthart v. Clementson (5 Q. B. D. 42) 


Sibsoquont advances by wottoe of the death of the guarantor. 

Tae reasoning upon-which & continuing-guarantes is held to 
be only irrevocable if and so far as it has been acted upon would 
not, at any rate before the Judicature Acts, apply to a guarantee 
under sea], and the case of Coulthart v. Clementson has been the 
subject of some criticism in subsequent cases. In Balfour v. Crace, 
decided by Mr. Justice Joycr on the 11th of February, the facts 
were as follow: A dead person had during his lifetime executed 
a bond as surety for D. as —~ and receiver of the plaintiff's 
estates in Ireland. The bond was dated the 25th of June, 1883, 
and was for £3,000. It was executed on the occasion of D.’s 
being appointed agent and receiver, and was conditioned to be 
void if he should pay to the plaintiff all such sums as he should 
receive of the rents and profits of the estates, &c. D. continued 
to act as the plaintiff’s agent till Hobressy,_1908, but he soon 
afterwards left the country, and it was vered that he had 
appropriated to his own use large sums of money belonging to 
the plaintiff. C. the guarantor, Med_on the 13th_of Augus 
1889, and the defendants w s executors. The question 
was ninther tie-estate-oFO- was Hable Tor What was due to the 
plaintiff under the terms of the bond. 


on the death of the testator or at the time when his death first 
became known to the plaintiff. It was admitted that the plaintiff 
knew of the death of the testator soon after it . The 
laintiff relied on Lloygs v. Hi (16 Ch. D. 290), where the 
ather of an underwriter had given the customary guarantee for 
his son’s engagements to Lloyds Association, and the Oourt of 
Appeal held that the father’s estate inued liable after the 
committee became aware 0 eath, for the tor no 
power to—determine the guarantee as he had in Coulthart v. 

On, é udge, after carefully examining the 
cases cited, held that the liability of the testator under the bond 
was not determined by the fact of his death coming to the 
knowledge of the plaintiff. The real question seemed to be 
whether, where_a g ntee was given in consideration of 
snt-afforded 


















guarantee to be determinable by the guarantor iotice, 
it ‘nuat_be_so_ expressly _sipe we and the learned judge 
thought it safer to require that the stipulation must be oa 
by the guarantor. ‘ 

We think that this decision is in accordance with the 
reasoning of the Court of Appeal in Lloyds v. Harper. It is 





te treatment for the metropolis is inevitable in this, as in 
other branches of local government, 


certainly inconvenient that the estate of a antor should 
continue subject to an uncertain and future Rabili y, but this 
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should ——s against in the contract. We observe that, 
so far as 1790, the Court of Session in Scotland, in Zhe 
University of Glasgow v. Miller (M. 2106), held that a cautionary 
obligation on behalf of a factor for an estate does not cease by 
the cautioner’s death, but continues binding upon his heirs. 








REVIEWS. 
CONTRACT. 


PRINCIPLES OF ConTRACT: A TREATISE ON THE GENERAL PRINCIPLES 
CONCERNING THE VALIDITY OF AGREEMENTS IN THE LAW OF 
ENGLAND. SEVENTH EDITION. By Sir FREDERICK POoLLOOK, 
Bart., Barrister-at-Law, Corpus Professor of Jurisprudence in the 
University of Oxford. Stevens & Sons (Limited), 


In his preface to this edition the author points out that twenty- 
five years have elapsed since the book was first published, and having 
to the changes which have taken place in that time by reason 

both of historical research and current decisions, he has availed 
himself of the opportunity to make a thorough revision of 
the contents, The historical account of “consideration,” for 
instance, has been wholly rewritten, and instead of the deri- 
vation of this notion from the Roman causa, which was 
formerly suggested, Sir Frederick Pollock, following Professor Ames, 
of , now bases it upon the inability of the early English 
lawyers to understand how either debt or asswmpsit would lie unless 
the liability of the defendant was in some way purchased by the 
intiff—in debt by a quid pro quo; in assumpsit by the suffering of 
through breach of promise. And of course if the appropriate form 

of action was not available, there was no remedy. The idea is thus 
native to English law, and reference to the Roman doctrine is only 
useful for p of comparison. The most signal instance of 
revision necessitated by recent decision is in the chapter on restraint 
of trade, where the Nordenfelt case (1894, A. C. 535) has enabled 
considerable simplification to be made. The changed conditions 
of modern commerce forbid the exclusion of a restraint on the 
ground that it is unlimited in point of space. ‘‘ What does it signify 
to a tradesman in London what another does at Newcastle?” was a 
ible argument in Mitchel v. Reynolds (1 Peere Williams, 181) ; 

t at this day, as Sir Frederick Pollock observes, we have no diffi- 
culty in seeing that it may signify very much to a merchant in 
London what another is doing, not only at Newcastle, but at Sioga- 
or San Francisco. Hence the only restriction is that the coven- 

ant shall not extend further than is reasonably necessary for the 
protection of the covenantee. Subject to this, it may be world-wide. 
Anotber matter of practical importance which is treated with great 
care is the subject of covenants running with land. A minute 
analysis is given of the circumstances under which the burden and the 
benefit respectively pass to successive owners or occupiers, and the 
distinction between the legal and the equitable doctrines is instruc- 
tively pointed out. The work in its present form will maintain its 


high reputation. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The ish Reports. Vol. XVII.: Privy Council VI., containing 
Moore P. 0. N.8., Vols. 7 to 9. William Green & Sons, Edinburgh ; 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). Price 30s. net. 


The Acts Relating to the Income Tax. By the late STEPHEN 
DowEL., M.A. Fifth Edition. Revised, Altered, and Considerably 
» with Complete Notes, Cross-references, Summaries of 
Statutory Provisions, Decisions, and Sections on Crown Law and 
Procedure affecting the Revenue. By JoHN Epwin Piper, LL.B. 
(Lond.), Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


The Factory Acts. By the late ALEXANDER REDGRAVE, C.B., her 
late Majesty’s Chief r of Factories. Ninth Edition. By 
H. 8. ScrIvENER, M.A. (Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law, and C. F. Luoyp, 
Barrister-at-Law. Statutory Orders, Special Rules and Forms 
revised by W. Pxacook, of the Home Office. Shaw & Sons; 
Butterworth & Co. 


The Health Officers’ Pocket-Book: A Guide to Sanitary Practice 
and Law for Medical Officers of Health, Sanitary Inspectors, 
Members of Sanitary Authorities, &c. By Epwarp F. WitLovcnsy, 
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A vivd voce examination, say the Daily Telegraph, is ular! supposed 
to be a ——s ordeal. A candidate at a pl 4 r uma en 
apparently did not findit so. When asked by the kindly examiner, whodesired 
to pu him completely at his ease, whether he was not the son of a certain 


tly 
£ 
t lawyer, the yo man replied that he was, and added that h 
hoped he would receive full marks for the answer.” i 





CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE CHAMBERS OF THE MASTERS IN LUNACY, 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—We think that the attention of the profession and of the 
authorities should be directed to the arrears, and the way in 
which the business is conducted, in the chambers of the Masters 
in Lunacy. 

We issued a summons over a month ago under section 116 of the 
L Act, 1890, which was made returnable this week. We 
selanliy supposed that the summons would be in the list, and would 
be dealt with by the master in the usual way. On our attending, 
however, we found that it was not in the list, and we were informed 
that the masters’ business was in arrear, and that our summons 
would not be dealt with until the arrears of last sittings had been 
disposed of, and that no definite appointment could be given, but 
that we must watch the list. 

No information could be Pye to us as to when it was likely to be 
taken, and as our matter, like most lunacy matters, was of more or 
less urgency, we think that the profession will agree with us that 
this is a very unsatisfactory state of affairs, and that some new 
arrangement should be made by the Masters in Lunacy for a prompt 
and businesslike dispatch of their business. 

April 9. x. ¥. & Z. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
NEALE v. GORDON-LENNOX. No. 1. 8th April. 


Counssi — Conpucr or Acrion—AvTHority To OCompromise—OonsENnT 
Orper vor RereRENcE—INTERLOCUTORY ORDER. 


This was an appeal from an order of Lord Alverstone, L.O.J., setting 
aside an order which had been made for the reference of an action to 
arbitration, and directing that the action should be restored to the list for 
hearing. The action, which was brought by Miss Dora Beatrice Neale 
against her aunt, Lady Henry Gordon- Lennox, for slander and libel, was in 
the list for hearing before the Lord Chief Justice on the 12th of February, 
1902. Shortly before the case was called on, the learned judge, having 
read the pleadings, intimated by a note to Mr. Rufus Isaacs, K.C., the 
defendant’s counsel, his opinion that it was undesirable that the details 
of the case should be discussed in court, and that the better course would 
be to have an inquiry by some independent person. Accordingly, when 
the case was called on, Sir Edward Olarke, K.O., the plaintiff’s counsel, 
and Mr. Isaacs, had an interview with the Chief Justice in his private room 
for the purpose of co to some arrangement. Sir Edward Olarke and 
Mr. Isaacs were both willing to agree that the action should be referred to 
arbitration, but Sir Edward Clarke expressed a desire that Mr. Isaacs 
should make a statement in court on behalf of the defendant withdrawing 
all —— of any kind against the plaintiff. Mr. Isaacs was willing 
to e such astatement with regard to all imputations connected with 
the action, but not with regard to all imputations whatsoever. In the 
result an arrangement was come to, with the sanction of the learned 
judge, that the record should be withdrawn and the case referred to Mr. 
ickens, K,C., without any terms as to the withdrawing of imputations. 
An announcement that the case had been referred by consent of the 
parties was made in court. Before the it was come to, the 
laintiff had signed a document which had been drawn up by Sir Edward 
Parke, and which was in the following terms: ‘‘ Defendant stating by her 
counsel that she never imputed or meant to impute anything against the 
moral character of the plaintiff, and is satisfied that there is no ground for 
any such imputation, casereferredto . . . to say whatshould bedone 
between the parties in satisfaction of all matters in difference between 
them, Oasereferredto . . . to say what sum, if any, should be 
by the defendant in compensation for the matters complained of in this 
action. I consent to either alternative Sir E. Clarke adopts.—12-2-02.— 
Dora Beatrice Neale.”” The Lord Chief Justice assented to the arrange- 
ment under the impression that the parties had put themselves un- 
reservedly in their counsel’s hands. The plaintiff, having heard the 
announcement in court, immediately communicated to her solicitor her 
objection to the reference of the case without a statement that all imputa- 
tions were withdrawn, and instructed him to see Sir Edward Clarke, and 
on the 14th of February she had a consultation with Sir Edward Olarke. 
On the 17th of February the order embodying the arrangement by consent 
was drawn up. On the 19th of February Sir Edward Olarke applied 
to the Lord Chief Justice on behalf of the plaintiff to restore the 
case to the list on the ground that he had exceeded his authority. 
The application was supported by an affidavit of the plaintiff that, after 
consultation with her counsel, she had consented to a reference on the 
u ing that the defendant admitted in court by her counsel 
that no imputation rested on the plaintiff’s character. The Lord Onief 
Justice, after h argument, delivered judgment on the 4th of 
8 aside the order for reference and restoring the case 
to the list. He was of opinion that it was clearly established that 
counsel appearing for a in an action was held out as having 
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authority, and had full authority, as to all matters relating to the 


conduct of the action and its settlement; and, further, that, notwith- 
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ment, unless the fact that the counsel’s authority had been limited 
was communicated to the other side. He thought, therefore, that if the 
arrangement come to by Sir Edward Clarke had been a final settlement of 
the action, it would have been binding upon the plaintiff, even assum’ 
that she had limited Sir Edward Olarke’s authority at the time he ente 
into the arrangement. But he was of opinion that, inasmuch as the order 
drawn up in pursuance of the arrangement was an interlocutory order, and 
not a final order, the same stringent rule did not apply, and that the other 
side was not entitled as a matter of right to insist on the arrange- 
ment being carried out, when it was shewn that in fact counsel 
had exceeded his authority (see report ante, p. 319). The defendent 
appealed. The following cases were referred to: Wright v. Soresby 
(2 Or. & M. 671), Strauss v. Francis (L. R. 1 Q. B 379), Matthews v. Munster 
(20 Q. B. D. 141), Mullins v. Howell (11 Ch. D. 763), Ainsworth v. coo 
(1896, 1 Ch. 673), Holt v. Jesse (3 Oh. D. 177), Wilding v. Sanderson (1897, 
2 Oh. 534), Hickman v. Berens (1895, 2 Ch. 638), and Lewis v. Lewis (45 
Oh. D. 281). 

Tue Cover (Cottins, M.R., and Romer and Maruew, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 

Cottrms, M.R., said the question was whether the defendant was 
entitled to insist that the terms of a compromise by which the action had 
been referred should be carried out. Sir Edward Clarke in agreeing to 
the compromise as counsel for the plaintiff had acted contrary to the 
instructions of his client that the action should be referred only on the 
terms of all imputations against her being withdrawn. It was not _— 
that there was any element of mistake in the matter. Sir Edward ke 
had refrained from dealing with the case on the footing that he had been 
under any misapprehension. It was clearly established that a compromise 
made under those circumstances could not be set aside. The effect of the 
cases on the subject had been well summarized in tue judgment of the 
Lord Chief Justice. But the Chief Justice thought that the general rule 
was not applicable where the comprom 








He therefore thought the appeal must be allowed. 

Romer and Maruzew, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Rufus Isaacs, K.C., 
and Norman Craig ; Sir Edward Clarke, K.O., and R. J. Drake. Soxicrrors, 
Lewis § Lewis ; W. H. Jamieson. 


[Reported by F. G. Ricken, Esq., Barrister-at- Law. ] 








High Court—Chancery Division. 


FOERSTER ». THE NEWLANDS (WEST GRIQUALAND) DIAMOND 
MINES (LIM.), Kekewich, J. 8th April. 


Comrany—*‘ Proxres,’? Mzaninc or—VotTinc sy Proxy—MAanner or 
Recorpine Vores sy Proxy. 


This was an action by a member of the above-named com against 
the tom its chairman, and another, aking Tor « declaration tam 
certain pa es appointing the plaintiff a for of the company tad 
been 


: and for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
excluding the plaintiff from his office of director. ‘The whole case turned 


x, 
recorded. It appeared that at an ordinary meeting of 
on the 16th of January, 1902, one Mr. Juzi and the plaintiff were pro 
for the office of director. Upon a show of hands, the chairman d 
Mr. Juzi to be elected, with the consequence that a poll was demanded. 
A poll was held in due course, and again the chairman announced that Mr. 
Juzi had been elected, and not the plaintiff. This action was then com- 
menced. The plaintiff received several thousand votes more than Mr. 
Juzi, but various objections were taken to many of the votes recorded in 
his favour. The question raised at the trial was as to the manner in which 
the plaintiff had voted in respect of two proxies which he held for 
large blocks of shares, By the articles of association votes might be given 
either a or by proxy, and the proxy had to be appointed ina 
particular manner. Further than this, the instrument appointing the 
roxy had to be lodged with the company at least forty-eight hours 

fore the meeting at which the votes were to be recorded. But the 
articles were silent as to the manner in which the proxy was to record such 
votes. It was not contended that the plaintiff had failed to comply with 
the provisions of the articles as to the form of the instruments appointing 
him proxy or as to the ae the instruments with the company. The 
ew —— a 3 . a “eek ae the votes was 
irregular. It appeare at he merely the voting papers 
“George Foerster, for self and proxies.’”’ It was contented that they 
should have been expressed to be recorded on behalf of himself and on 
behalf of the several persons for whom he had been appointed proxy. 
The only evidence that he was voting for the proxies was the voting 
paper itself, as the mere depositing the instruments was not an exercise of 
the powers conferred upon him. 

Kexewrcu, J., said that this case would probably lead to a revision of 
forms of articles of association in order to make the provisions as to the 
right of voting by proxy more precise. His lordship apprehended that 


e company held 


the primary meaning of the word “‘ proxy ’’ was a person who was ly | costs, 
ns inted to act for another. The —— attorney was not a Rae, po: 


generally appointed by an instrument under 5 
however, Was an attorney or t a That was 


eaning a 0 the word throughout these particular articles of 
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—(1) The instrument appointing a proxy was sometimes itself called 







the persons who appointed the agent to vote for them. This 
pointed to the nsed of some revision of the articles of association in 
order to avoid confusion. As was pointed out in Backley on Companies, 
there was ght mm.on_); lo eholder to vote bj 
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with the company and he had not got them, Leaving 
‘and proxies,’’ it was clear that the plaintiff had voted for himself. 
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if it was good as d yas it not alec 
: Ba Hi ntention was clear. he 
C)  defendant’s case at all, and his 
consequently granted the relief ht.—Counset, Warrington, K.C., 


Ward Coldridge; P. O. Lawrence, 
Maddisons ; Edwin Andrew. 


{Reported by H. Ciavcnton Scorr, Esq., Barrister-at- Law. } 


.0., and A. J, Ashton. Soxtcrrors, 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


MASKELYNE & COOK ». SMITH. PALMER AND OTHERS (Claimants). 
Div. Court, 8th April. 


Fravuputent OonveyaNce—Prorscrion or Orxprrorns—PrRersrence oF 
Creprrors—Bona Five Omission or A Ongprror’s Name rrom Deep or 
ARBRANGEMENT—VALipiIty—13 Exim, c. 5—Dgeps or ARRANGEMENT 

~ Acr, 1887, s. 6. 


Appeal by the claimant Palmer against a judgment entered for Messrs. 
Maskelyne & Cook, the execution creditors, by the deputy-judge of the 
Westminster County Court. The question for decision arose out of the 
seizure by the respondents of goods to which Palmer made claim under a 
deed of arrangement made by Smith, the execution debtor, in — 1900. 
The judge held the deed void (1) under 13 eed tA yt delay 
creditors, and (2) under the Deeds of Arrangement Act of 1887 for want of 
proper registration. The evidence was Smith and certain other 

ms had nteed the cost of an entertainment which Maskelyne & 
Gook had given in May, 1900. At that time Smith, being in debt, executed 


gning all real and estate to Palmer as trustee to 
secure @ composition of 20s. in £ payable by —_. instalments. 
He did not give the name of the respondents among his tors, and the 
deed was registered wi' in the schedule to the 
affidavit filed on the regist: of the deed. In April, 1901, Maskelyne 
& Cook applied to Smith for of and having issued 
a writ and obtained judgm execution. The j found 
that Smith thought that the ts were not business tors, and 


that he acted honestly in executing the deed, but that he did not intend 
the respondents to stand on the same footing as other creditors. 


Tux Covrr allowed the appeal. 
Lord Atvexstonz, O.J,, said the deputy-judge had found that Smith did 
not intend to include Maskelyne & Cook in the benefits of the deed, and 
therefore that the deed was void under 13 Eliz, c. 5. But to 80 
would be contrary to Alton v. Harrison (L. RB. 4 Ch. App. 622). He also 
held that the deed was Void because the name of Meskelyne Oook 

omitted from the affidavit, but Re Batwn (22 Q. B. 3 at p. 699) 







the appellants’ contention that there ¢ the statute 
that an honest omission from the list o! name 






sup) 
to s 





creditors who were to within the deed. 
omission of a name did not make the deed void. 
Dante and Oxannett, JJ., concurred. Leave to appeal Pa. 
CounseL, Herbert Reed, K.O., and Pritchett ; Macaskic, K.O., 
Drury. Souscrrons, Wood § Co. ; Seal § Edgelow, 
[Reported by Exsxrve Rei, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE KING v. JUSTICES OF WARWICKSHIRE. Div. Court. 
26th March 


Jusrices—Costs or ArreaL rrom Dzcision or Licensinc Justices To 
Qvarrex Szsstons—Summany Junispicrion Act, 1848, s. 31—*' Pace” 
—Cosrs, Waerner Payanie Our or Borover on County Funps. 

This was a rule nisi for a certiorari to up and 
an order of the Warwickshire Quarter A Any 
te the iy ot Connie ee Oe cil 
city the costs of a 6 1 quarter sessions 
refusal of the justices of the of 
the New Inn in that ‘yl By 
in section 29 that when 
on 


tlhe 
sa 





“a proxy’; and, (2) as in these voting papers, it was used for 


} 


| pata ha 
paid half- 


) 
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shire County Council 7 use sum towards the expenses of the county incurred 
in on behalf of the city, Including the expenses of quarter sessions. 

fitrangement, subject to revision as to amount every 
five ears, the fines received in respect of summary convictions by the city 





are paid to the borough fund, and an agreed sum in satisfaction is 

a — by the city to the county council. The rule was moved 
on the ground that the justices had jurisdiction to make an order for the 
gage of costs by the treasurer of the county of Warwick only, and not 

y the treasurer of the city of Coventry, and Reg. v. Justices of the West 
Riding (1901, 1 Q. B. 291) was relied on in support of the proposition that 
“place” in the Act of 1828 meant a place having a separate court of 
quarter sessions. Cur. adv. vult. 

CHANNELL, J., read the judgment of the court. ‘There had been a series 
of cases shewing that ‘‘ place ’’ meant a place having a separate court of 
quarter sessions. Before the Municip Corporations Act, 1835, the 
= on whether county justices had jurisdiction within a borough 

epended on whether there was a non-intromittent clause in 
the borough charter. By that Act the grant of quarter sessions 
had a similar effect, and in particular the county justices could 
not_rate the parishes in the borough to the—county rate. So in 

which such an expression as ** county or place for which justices 
acted’ was used for the purpose of declaring to what fund fines should be 
paid or from what fund costs should be paid, it had been uniformly held 
that ‘‘ place’’ meant a place which had a separate quarter sessions. The 
only question, therefore, to be considered, apart from the Act of 1888, was 


whether 5 & 6 Vict. c. 110 had placed Coventry in a different position from 


ay other non-quarter sessions borough. ‘rhey thought it clear that it 
did not, for the city was expressly made subject to the county juriediction 
8s regards county rates. The order Of quarter sessions was, therefore, 
; le must be made absolute. Rule made absolute but 
without costs. Leave to appeal granted.—Covnser, Roskil/; Low. 
Soxicirors, Crowders, Vizard, § Oldham; Field, Roscoe, § Co. 
{Reported by Exskive Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


MONTGOMERY & CO. ». THE INDEMNITY MUTUAL MARINE 
INSURANCE CO. (LIM.). No.2. 13th, 14th, and 25th March. 


Maxine Insurance—GeneraL AveraGe Sacrirvice—Jorst OwNneErsuir 01 
Suir anp Canco—Liasiuity or UNDERWRITERS. 


This was an appeal from a judgment of Mathew, J., sitting in the 
Commercial Court without a jury (reported 49 W. R. 221; 1901, 1K. B. 
147). The defendants had subscribed a policy of marine insurance of the 
usual character on a cargo of nitrate on board the ship 4irlic, and the 
plaintiffs were the owners both of the ship and of the cargo. During a 
voyage from South America to Shields the vessel encountered very bad 
weather, and the master had the ship’s mainmast cut away for the safety 
of the whole adventure. The plaintiffs having brought this action under 
the policy to recover a general average loss incurred by the cutting away 
of the mast and rigging, Mathew, J., held (not following the judgment of 
Barnes, J., in Zhe Brigella, 1893, P. 189) that they were entitled to recover 
notwithstanding that they were the owners both of ship and cargo, eo that 
as between those interests there was in fact no contribution to general 
average. The defendants appealed. 

Tue Court (Vavenan Wiis, Srintine, and Cozens-Harvy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Vaveuan Wiuiams, L.J., read the judgment of the court as follows: 
This case raises a question of great importance, and we have to decide 
whether we agree with the view of Mathew, J., that a general average act 
is not affected by the consideration whether there will be a contribution or 
not, or with the contrary view expressed by Barnes, J., in Zhe Brige/la. 
We entirely agree with the view of Mathew, J. Barnes, J., seems to be of 
opinion that there cannot be a general average act, or loss, without con- 
tribution, contribution being of the essence of the law of general average ; 
that there cannot be contribution without diversity of interests, and that 
the law of contribution cannot be applied in cases where ship, cargo, and 
freight belong to one adventurer only, since contribution belongs to the 
adventurer who has an interest at risk against one whose goods have been 
saved by the general average act, and an adventurer cannot sue himself in 
respect of the salvage of one part of his property by the sacrifice of 
another. It is further said that the insurance of the ship, freight, and 
cargo with different underwriters makes no difference, as the underwriters 
have a | a subrogated right enforceable in the name of the owner of the 
sacrifi roperty against the same person as the owner of the property 
saved. e think that it is not only danger to the ship, freight, or cargo 
which necessitates and justifies a sacrifice, but that it may be done in fear 
of death, to avert perils of the sea, and independently of the question of 
contribution, As to the question whether the underwriter on a policy or 
cargo is liable to pay to the owner of ship and cargo the contribution 
which the cargo owner, if he had been a different person, would have 
had to to the shipowner in respect of general average loss, we 
think liability is to pay the loss of the shipowner by reason of 
the deduction made by the underwriters of the ship in respect of 
the shipowner’s contribution as the owner of the cargo. With regard 
to the underwriter’s right to deduct the contribution due from ship 
or cargo, as the case may be, where the assured is owner of both, 
we oo of the statement of Shaw, C.J., in Greeley v. Zemont Insurance 
Co, (9 Cushing, 415, 419), that the owner of the cargo, being bound to 
contribute, is pro tanto indemnified, and cannot recover from the under- 











writers a sum to be recovered buck by them. This view seems to obviate 
the difficulties arising from the fact that a man cannot sue himeelf, and 
from the legal proposition that the underwriters must sue in the name of 
the assured, and there is nothing in it contrary to English authority, 
though no English case expressly decides the point. But there are a 
dictum of Lord Oampbell in Moran v. Jones (5 W. R. 503, 7 E. & B. 523) 
and an opinion of Blackburn, J., in Oppenheim v. Fry (11 W. R. 725, 3 
LB. & 8. 873) in support of it, and American authority is also strongly in 
its favour, and the whole question is well discussed by Story, O.J., in Potter 
v. Ocean Insurance Co. (3 Sumner, 27, 39). We think, further, that the 
underwriters have throughout the adventure such inchoate property and 
liability to loss as to make it right that their right to contribution and 
their loss should be taken into consideration in the final account; and I 
may add that our view of the law agrees with the practice of average 
staters and underwriters, both before and since the decision in The Brigella, 
and this practice is really essential in applying the law of general average 
to present day conditions of navigation.—OounseL, Scrutton, K.O., and 
Loehnis; Carver. K.C., and J. A. Hamilton, K.C. Soxicirors, W. A. 
Crump § Son; Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, § Whatton, 
[Reported by H. W. Law, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





Cases. 
15th and 19th March. 
Dury—Dis= 


Solicitors’ 


Ite K. & W. (Solicitors). Byrne, J. 
Pracrice—Taxation—Executors—Pronate Dury—Esrare 
BURSEMENT - Casu Irem—Costs. 


There were in this case two summonses, one taken out by the solicitors 
for a review of the taxation of a bill of costs, and the other by the 
respondents to the first summons for the payment by the said solicitors of 
a sum disallowed on taxation and the costs in the application for taxation, 
which had been reserved, and of the present summons. The part of the 
summons relating to the payment of the sum disallowed was not persisted 
in, it being understood that the amount had to be paid by the solicitors. 
The solicitors, on the instructions of the executor of a Mrs. Ross, who died in 
1899, took out probate to her will and realized her estate, A bill of costs 
amounting to £218 5s. 9d. was delivered to her executors and paid by 
them. The bill contained an item of £101 1s. 5d. for probate duty. The 
representatives of the cestui que (rust under the will applied to tax the bill, 
and the master disallowed the last-mentioned item on the ground that 
estate duty and not probate duty was here payable, and that the amount 
ought to have been treated as a cash item and not inserted in the bill. He 
also disallowed a further sum amounting to more than one-sixth of the 
reduced bill. This sum, as mentioned, was understood to have been paid. 

Byang, J., held that he must allow the first summons. The point was 
covered by in Ite Lamb (23 Q. B. D. 5) unless it could be shewn that estate 
duty stood on a different footing from probate duty. Estate duty wasa 
duty exactly like the old Probate duty. As to the second summons, his 
lordship stated that he had inquired, and found that there was no general 
rule that costs followed the result of taxation; but under the circum- 
stances of the case, the costs of the application for taxation and of the 
second summons must be paid to the solicitors by the representatives of 
the cestui gue trust under ie. Ross’s will.—Covnset, Norton, K.O , and 
Poley ; Levitt, K.C., and Hon. 7. H. Watson. Soxtcrrors, Kingdon, Wilson, 
§ Webb; Collyer-Bristow. 

|Reported by J, Anvaun Price, Bsq., Barrister-at-Law.]) 


LAW SOCIETIES. 
ASSOCIATIONS OF LEGAL ASSISTANTS. 


The following is a copy of a joint letter which is being sent out to a 
number of large centres with the hope of other associations being formed : 


6, Commerce-chambers, 15, Lord-street, 
Liverpool, 10th April, 1902. _ 

Dear Sr:,—As you are probably aware, Associations of Legal Assistants 
have been formed in Liverpool, Sheffield, Bradford, Bristol, and York, 
and in the hope that you might be disposed to take the matter up with a 
view to a similar association being formed in your district, we send here- 
with, for your perusal, print of the rules and firat annual report of the 
Liverpool Association. 

You will see froma reference to the rules what the objects of the associa- 
tion are, and we venture to think that they are such as should commend 
themselves to all legal assistants, we Ie 

We may say that steps are now being taken to form an association in 
Manchester, and it is felt that if associations were formed in other large 
centres a federation of all local associations could then be arranged.—Await- 
ing an early reply, we are, yours faithfully, 

D. BR. Mippieron, Hon. Secretary of the Liverpool and 
District Association. 

W. H. Wiiticomsz, Hon. Secretary of the Sheffield and 
District Association, 5, Bute-street, Crooks, Sheffield. 

Frank Co.es, Hon. Secretary of the Bristol and District 
Association, National Provincial Bank Chambers, 31a, 
Corn-street, Bristol. . 

W. G. Danny, Hon. Secretary of the Bradford and District 
Association, Tanfield Buildings, Bradford. 

A. Evans, Hon. Secretary of the York Association, The Red 
House, Duncombe-place, York. 
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SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institute, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday the 
9th inst, Mr. Robert Cunliffe in the chair. The other directors present 
being: Mesers. H. Morten Cotton, G. R. Dod, J. Roger B. Gregory, 
Samuel Harris (Leicester), Sir George H. Lewis, Messrs. W. Arthur 
Sharpe, Frauk W. Stone (Tunbrid 

A sum of £450 was distribu 
business was transacted. 


ells) and J. T. Scott (secretary). 
in grants of relief, and other general 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 
Law Srupents’ Drnatinc Socrery.—April 8.—Chairman, Mr. H. G 


Barrett.—The subject for debate was: ‘* That the case of Zhe Winkjield 
(1902, p. 42) was wrongly decided.”” Mr. R. P. Croom-Johnson opened 
in the affirmative, Mr. R. Jillings seconded in the affirmative; Mr. 
J. W. F. Beaumont opened in the negative. Mr. O. F. Clifton seconded in 
negative. Ths following members also spoke: Messrs. Hogan, Dorté, 
Gibb, Seaton, Mitchell, Rendell, Eales, ard Leggatt. The opener having 
replied, the chairman summed up, and on the votes being taken the motion 
was lost by two votes. 


BramincHam Law Srupenrs’ Sociery.—April 8.—Mr. Ion Atkins pre- 
siding, when a debate took place on the following moot point: ‘‘ Was 
the case of Claridge v. South Staffordshire Tramway Co. (1892, 1 Q. B. 422) 
rightly decided?’’ The speakers in the affirmative were Messrs, L. A. 
Smeth, E. Woodward, and T. H. Oleaver; and in the negative Messrs, T. 
Oliver Lee, B. E. Crump, J. E. Hall-Wright, 8. J. a and E. A. B. 
Cox. After the openers on either side had replied, the man summed 
up, and the question being put to the meeting resulted in favour of the 
negative by a majority of eight. A hearty vote of thanks to the chair- 
man brought the meeting to a close. 








THE REFORM OF LEGAL PROCEDURE, 


A eztinc of the members of the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Associa- 
tion was held on Monday in the Old Dining Hall, Lincoln’s-inn, Mr. 
Hosns, the president, taking the chair. Master Burney, Mr. Stringer (of 
the Central Office), and Mr. Herbert Smith were present. 

The Prestpent explained that the meeting was called for the purpose of 
discussing the suggestions offered by Mr. Herbert Smith in a lecture 
recently delivered before the association on the subject of ‘‘The Need for 
Reform in the High Court,”’ end of receiving suggestions with regard 
thereto. 

Mr. Sroxes, Mr. Anprews, Mr. Kemp, Mr. Warrs, Mr. Tunsraut and 
Mr. KeLLener, members of the association, having expressed their views, 

Mr. Srrivcer said he spoke with much diffidence to a body who, he 
knew, were better acquainted with the ins and outs of practice and pro- 
cedure than any other class of persons. He would tell them exactly the 
course of thought which had passed through his mind after hearing 
the lecture in question and the discussion which bad followed it. One 
of Mr. Herbert Smith’s suggestions had struck him very strongly, and that 
was that the association should make suggestions for the reconstruction 
or reform of procedure. Reconstruction of procedure as a whole was a 
gigantic question, but he had thought it a practical suggestion that 
this association should propose remedies for the defects of procedure 
which were apparent. There were other societies. There was the Bar 
Council and the Incorporated Law Society, but if they were to make 
suggestions for the reconstruction of the practice, everybody acquainted 
with the subject would know that they would s with a comparatively 
indifferent knowledge of its details as compared with a body of men who 
had every day of their lives to work under rules of court and under 
practice regulations which were not written, and who were always 
thinking their way through the labyrinth of difficulties which confronted 
every man who had to go through the present complicated procedure. 
Therefore he believed that if they were to advance publicly some really 
practicable suggestions, within reasonable limits, not to abolish the 
Judicature Act, as one speaker had wished, and not to do away with the 
circuit system, as another had advocated, they would have very great weight. 
The circuit system was political. It existed in consequence of politics. 
The voters in those counties from which the circuit system was taken 
away, even if they had only one case in five years, would vote 
against the Government who took it away, and therefore the 
Lord Chancellor would fight shy of any such suggestion. Let them 
leave the a 7 nt and deal with 
more practical things. He ha i that he might perhaps be able 
to pod them in the matter ; in tone member of ‘the Sustain had 
asked him whether he would bring forward ig or] which ht assist 
them if they decided to make suggestions. He hoped they would, because 
he thought they would speak with an authority such as no other body 
would poesess ; aud that whatever they said would have very great weight. 
It would come with enormous force if the association were to put it 
forward in a public manner; not in such a private manner that it might 
fall into a pigeon-hole and be forgotten. He had set down on paper the 
suggestions he would propose to the association, supposing he were a 
member of it, in order that he might give them in the most condensed 
form, and he thought he could not do better than read what he had 
written. As to the suggestions on procedure, some of them, it would be 
seen, Were very modest and some of them were perhaps rather sweeping. 





He was imagining himeelf as a member of the association proposing certain 
things to be put forward by the association as a public body interested in the 
law. The first step, it seemed to was to out what actually becomes 
of actions commenced in one year. had confined himself to the King’s 
Bench Division because it was there that improvement was more urgently 
needed and actions were maseed in huge numbers. He had taken his 
ee from the Judicial Statistics 1901, and had assumed that actions 
which passed over from one year to the next were replaced by actions 
which were taken over from the , and that the numbers were 
approximately the same. In the Queen’s Bench Division in 1900, the 
number of writs issued was 68,000; the number of actions in which no 
appearance was entered was 43,000, leaving a balance of 25,000. Included 
in the 43,000 were 19,500 judgments in default of appearance. In the 
25,000 there were j ents in default of defence 1,000, and judgments 
under order 14, 7,000, making 8,000, and leaving a balance of 17,000 
to be accounted for. From these were to be deducted judgments on 
orders to stay, &c., 900, and actions dismissed, compromised, or settled 
after appearance and before entry for trial 11,000, 11,900, and 
leaving a balance of 5,100. These were of as follows: actions 
remitted to county court, 1,700; judgments after trial, 2,100 ; actions 
entered for trial and withdrawn, 1,300. The conclusions arrived at were— 


; (1) That the area of possible reform was mainly under the head 


of “judgments on orders to stay, &c.,”’ and ‘‘actions dis- 
missed, compromised, or settled after app and before entry 
for trial,’’ and also under “ actions remitted to county court,’’ ‘* judg- 
ments after trial,’’ and ‘‘ actions entered for trial and withdrawn.” 
And (2) That the principal need was the improvement of the machinery. 
The suggestions he committed to writing were as follows: 
(1) The Rules of the Supreme Court require revision. As they stand at 
present they contain conflicting provisions and obsolete rules, notably in 
the following instances: (a) The everriding provisions of order 30 
(summons for directions) are in conflict with the rules as to pleadings ; 
with those as to default of pleading; with those as to the place and mode 
of trial; and with ogy bog which preecribe how and when interlocutory 
applications are to made. (45) The rules as to discovery by 
interrogatories have not been revised so as to accord with the rule requiring 
interrogatories to be submitted to and approved by a master before 
being allowed. (2) In revising the po code of rules it would 
be an advantage if the following improvements in procedure were 
introduced: (a) Service out of the j ction should be extended to 
criginating summonses, petitions, and orders. This improvement was 
once made by the Rule Committee, but was withdrawn in consequence of 
some objection from Scotland, which objection was acceded to without regard 
to the fact that under the law of Scotland the Scotch court allows service 
of summonses in England, or that under the Irish Rules service of process 
other than writs of summons is allowed in Scotland, as well as in England, 
and no objection has ever been made nor have any ill effects resulted (see 
41 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 183, 218, 268) ; or that independently of Scotland 
it is a matter of serious importance to litigants that they should be enabled 
to serve such proceedings, or notice thereof, in Ireland, the colonies 
and foreign countries. (5) The rules as to the issue of concurrent writs 
of summons should be extended to originating summonses. (c) The rule 
(ord. 3, r 7) as to indorsing ‘ four-day costs ”’ on writs claiming liquidated 
demand only, should be extended to writs claiming possession of land, 
where a sum for rent not less than £20 is also claimed; and if the 
suggestion contained in (¢) below should be adopted, such indorse- 
ment for costs should also be prescribed if the defendant within four days 
returns the chattel claimed and the plaintiff accepts such return as a 
satisfaction of the claim. (d) The practice of requiring the re-issue and re- 
service of writs of subpoena when, after they have been issued, the action 
is not reached in the sitti for which they were issued, should be 
discontinued. Also, such subponas should be available without re- 
service, but with service of a fresh notice to attend, when the action is 
referred for trial before a referee or referred to an arbitrator. (¢) Ord. 
3, r. 6 (special indorsement), should be extended so as to include 
actions for return of chattels or their value under hire-purchase agree- 
ments, and where any ye can is entered for recovery of possession 
of a chattel, a writ of delivery should issue without leave as in the 
case of fieri facias or clegit. (f) The time fixtures in the rales should, 
be rearranged on some more intelligible system. They are necessarily 
very numerous, and they are at t extremely confusing by reason of 
their =| been prescribed without any regard to any system of com- 
utation. The general rale of computation is that fixtures of time are to 
computed exclusive of the day the order is made or service 
effected, and inclusive of the day on which the act is to be done, 
or until which the protection is afforded. But the rules them- 
selves constantly tranegress this rule by the use of phrases 
such as ‘‘clear days,’ and ‘‘inclusive,” and ‘‘at least,” and 
other ambiguous terms which have a —— effect. Thus the writ of 
summons and originating summons ostensibly allow 8 days for appearance ; 
but by the addition of the words “inclusive of the day of service”’ this 
time is in effect 7 days, according to the above general rule of computa- 
tion. The rules prescribe times for ap ce to other kinds of process 
as 8 days, obviously with the intention of g the same time as that 
contained in the writ; but as these have to be read in 
the light of the general rule of computation, the times so fixed 
are not the same as the writ, but are one day more. The 
rule of computation should be of universal application, and all 
qualifying expressions should be omitted. It would, in + Ay be 
c le that all time fixtures above 4 days and up to uld be 
stated in numbers of days only, and should be 5 or multiples of 5. (g) 
The system of dra’ up orders, both in the Chancery Division 
and Ring's Bench Di requires to be dealt with. In the 
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Chancery Division regulations are much needed to establish a more 
expeditious system of passing and entering judgments and orders. In the 
King’s Bench Division there is a lack of system with respect to drawing 
up orders made in chambers. The present plan is for the judge or master 
to indorse the summons and hand it out to the party in whose favour the 
order is made. The party is supposed to take it to the Summons and Order 
Department and draw it up. As a matter of fact he does, or does not, do 
this, according as it may suit his purpose. Many orders give rights 
to both parties, and where the party to whom it is handed is interested 
in delay, he may prevent the other party from having the benefit 
of the portion which is in his favour. His cnly remedy is the 
expensive and circuitous one of applying for a mandatory order on 
the opposite party’s solicitor to produce the summons and draw up the 
order. In the meantime the defendant may have become bankrupt or sold 
his goods and absconded. The practice is also the occasion of much 
inconvenience when the party against whom the order is made desires to 
appeal, and the party in whose favour it is made seeks to delay the appeal 
by refusing to draw up the order. The proper remedy, I venture to 
suggest, is one of extreme simplicity, namely : When the judge or master 
makes the order, he should indorse the summons, and, instead of giving 
it to either party, should retain it; and at intervals during the day such 
summonses should be taken by the official messenger to the Summons and 
Order Lepartment. And, further, a new rule should be made to the 
effect that where the party in whose favour an order is made in the 
chambers of the King’s Bench Division fails to apply within two days at 
the Summons and Order Department for the purpose of drawing up the 
same, the opposite party shall be entitled to draw up the order, and shall 
be allowed the costs of doing so. (3) The system at present in force 
of remitting the residue of an action, or the whole of it, to a county court 
in proceedings under order 14 inflicts great injustice on litigants. 
According to the Judicial Statistics for 1901, out of 1,641 actions 
remitted in one year, 1,006 terminated in judgment for the plain- 
tiff, and only ‘3 for the defendant, the rest being settled or struck 
out. Great injustice is inflicted on a plaintiff suing in the High Court 
under order 14, who, by having his action remitted, loses the benetit 
of the proviso in section 116 ot the County Courts Act, 1888, to which 
his ultimate success in the county court does not entitle him, though 
if shews that he ought in justice to have obtained it. The above figures 
will shew that the only effect of remission in nine cases out of ten 
is to keep the plaintiff out of his judgment for about six weeks longer 
and deprive him of the Supreme Court costs which the statute gives 
him. suggest that no action, or residue of an action, ought to 
be remitted under order 14, but that all such actions should, in lieu 
of remission, be tried before one of the King’s Bench masters of the 
Supreme Court, who for that purpose should be invested with the same 
jurisdiction as a county court judge, and that the rights of audience should be 
“the same. (4) I would suggest further that in all of the cases where remis- 
sion to a county court is applied for, the master should have alternative 
jurisdiction to direct the trial of the action before himself or another 
master. And that it would be a great improvement in the macbinery 
of the High Court if a King’s Bench masters’ court were to be established 
to sit continuously, with jurisdiction to try actions brought in the High 
Court where the claim does not exceed £50 (contract) or £20 (tort). The 
rules as to rights of audience and juries should be the same as in a county 
court. Within such limits such courtsshould try actions inserted in theSpecial 
List under order 14, and such other actionsas the Lord Chief Justice should 
by order from time to timo direct, subject to power to transfer to the 
judge’s lists any action which it was considered desirable should be heard 
by a judge. Every King’s Bench master should be qualified to eit in such 
court and appeal from the master in court should lie to a Divisional Court, 
and should be final, except by leave. It appears to me that if this suggestion 
were adopted, the court lists would be relieved of a number of cases of 
comparatively minor importance, and that the present congested state of the 
lists would not only be remedied, but coula be brought permanently under 
control, and the judges left free for the trial of the more important actions. 
(6) I suggest furtuer that the exicting code of rules is unnecessarily 
complicated by the fact that the various orders contain rules of two 
distinct types—namely, those in which the principles of procedure are 
embodied, and those which are mere practical directions for giving effect 
to thote principles. i venture to suggest that the code would be much 
simplified if the practical directions were kept distinct from rules 
embodying principle, and a different machinery were created for altering, 
or addiwwg to them, from time to time. The rules of practical direction 
stand in constant need of revision and adaptation to changing modern 
requirements. ‘They affect the daily work of masters, registrars, and 
other officials, and of eolicitors and their managing clerks. ‘Their defects, 
and the possibilities which from time to time present themeelves for their 
simplification or improvement, can only be well known to those who have 
to work with them daily, andit would be an advantage 1f the Rule Committee 
could see fit to create a body subordinate to itself to whom it could 
delegate the duty of making changes in the rules of practical direction, and 
jor such purpose to separate such rules from the rules embodying 
principle. It is suggested that new or amended rules of practical 
direction should, as in the case of county court rules, be issued only with 
the sanction and approval of the Rule Committee. (7) It is suggested, 
further, that the Long Vacation should be shortened and its commence- 
ment altered. In my opinion it would be beneficial to suitors and to 
both branches of the profession if the Long Vacation were to commence 
on the lst of August and terminate on the 30:h of September, and that 
Michaelmas sittings should commence on the lst of October and terminate 
on the 18th of December instead of the 2\st, as at present. The apparent 
effect of this change would be to shorten the Long Vacation by eleven 
days only, But-inasmuch as the portion of Trinity sittings between the 





lst and 12th of August invariably shews a considerable diminution in the 
number of courts sitting, the actual result to the public from merging 
this psriod in the Long Vacation, and addi it to the Michaelmas 
sittings, together with the suggested ht shortening of the Long 
Vacation, would be the increasing the period of the sittings of the courts 
during the legal year by three weeks. This additional three weeks of 
sittings by the twenty judges of the Chancery and King’s Bench Divisions 
would represent the equivalent of sixty weeks of sittings by a single 
judge. . The average sittings of a judge are less than thirty weeks in the 
year. Therefore this gain of three weeks’ increase of the sittings 
of all the courts would be equivalent to at least two additional 
judges. (8) With a view to the further reduction of the arrears of 
court work I would suggest that wherever, in the King’s Bench Division, 
jurisdiction is exercised by a Divisional Court, which is the same, or 
analogous to, jurisdiction which in the Chancery Division is exercised by a 
single judge sitting in court, such jurisdiction should also be exercised by 
a single judge of the King’s Bench Division sitting in court, instead of by 
two, or three, judges sitting together as a Divisional Court. (9) The 
above arrangements would probably bring more than sufficient acces. 
sion of judicial strength to the King’s Bench and Chancery Divisions, and 
I would further venture to suggest that one of the judges of the Ohancery 
Division and one of the King’s Bench Division should be ao 
the Lord Chancellor to act, and be given jurisdiction to act, when required, 
as an extra judge of the Court of Appeal. And with this additional 
available strength a third division of the Court of Appeal should be 
formed, presided over by the Lord Ohief Justice, or in his absence by the 
President of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, both of whom 
should, when available, sit in such court, together with one of the extra 
judges mentioned above, as the proper authority should from time to time 
direct. The Lords Justices of Appeal have already authority to sit as judges 
of the High Court, and it appears to me that in view of tne fact that the 
Court of Appeal, as well as the High Court, has increasing arrears of 
cases on its list, the above reciprocal arrangement for coping with such 
arrears, coupled with the further proposals above made for relieving the 
time of the judges, would place both the Court of Appeal and the High 
Court in a position to deal with the work imposed upon them without 
arrears. That some reform having this purpose in view is urgently required 
by litigants and both branches of the profession there can be no manner of 
doubt. Mr, Stringer said that any of these suggestions were at the service 
of any one or of any body of persons who would like to make use of them. 
The knowledge he had of the association made him hope that they would 
be induced to put in some tangible and comprehensive form their opinions 
as to what should be done to remedy the present machinery of the law. 
In his opinion it was far more a question of the machinery than of the 
larger matters of principle. 7 

Master Burney said the discussion had applied almost exclusively to the 
King’s Bench Division and very little had been said about the division to 
which he was attached. He did not flatter himself that the reason was that 
the Chancery Division was so perfect that there were no defects in it, but 
he thought that a great many of the observations which had been made 
could not, from its nature, apply to the work in the Ohancery Division 
becauce the applications with which the Chancery Division had to deal were, 
speaking generally, of a larger and more complicated character. It would 
be absolutely impossible, for instance, to limit to any great degree the 
system of pleadings which now obtained. So far as the Chancery Division 
was concerned, order 30 was not worked to any great extent. When 
order 30 first came into operation the directions given in the Chancery 
Division were these: ‘lf you have a common law action which is 
brought in the Chancery Division you will try to work the provisions of 
order 30. If you have a proper Chancery action you cannot do more 
than direct pleadings in the first instance and let everythiog else stand 
over.’ And that was what they had necessarily found they must do, 
and they did it every day. Mr. Stringer told them what was 

rfectly true, that the question of the circuits was a Parliamentary one. 
Ss eae not be forgotten also that the question of beginning the Long 
Vacation on the lst of August was a Parliamentary one. ‘he Parliamentary 
barricters could not get away from Parliament on the 1st of August, and so 
long as that was the case they would naturally do all they could to prevent 
the courts rising on that date. He himself had suggested years ago that 
the Long Vacation should begin on the 1st of August and end on the 30th 
of September. He believed it would be an exceedingly good compromise 
of a very difficult question. One other subject really concerned the 
Chancery Division. ‘That was the subject of drawing orders. Of course 
he was not there to s for the registrars. He could not agree with the 
suggestion of mir. Kelleher that all the orders that were made in chambers 
could properly be drawn up in chambers. The directions which were 
given a good many years ago by the j were that the orders to 
be drawn up in chambers should be orders limited to procedure, 
and when the very complicated nature of some of the orders which 
had to be made was considered, and the fact that many of these 
orders were orders which affected titles, he thought that it required a 
knowledge of the precedents which governed the form of theee orders 
which could only be obtained by the training which was acquired in the 
registrars’ office. Therefore, whilst he certainly did think that many 
orders took far too long to get through, he was not in favour of any 
large increase in the number of orders which were drawn up in 
chambers, because it would be necessarily the case that it would be 
impossible for the masters themselves to give any large amount of time to 
that part of the work, and the clerks, however efficient they might be— 
and a more admirable eet of men did not exist—had not the knowledge 
which would enable them satisfactorily to draw up such orders as, for 
instance, foreclosure orders. There were also other complicated matters, 
such as orders for sale and so on, which the Ohancery officials had to deal 





aw il 


ow 


SESS PESESISESSS SPERM Pe eAte ess seocep rE Ae eS 





a2®?on aR aw eo 


sl 


SPedee SS 


&2o® 


es rr Do hw 


oO em 


se 


areas O@eR " G@ 


@orP“™s @ae or 


erie 


April 12, 1902. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





_{(Vol. 46.} 413 





with every day which he thought required the training given by a daily 
dealing with the precedents of the court. 

Mr. Hernert Smirx thought that Mr. Stringer’s suggestion that the 
rules ought to distinguish between questions of principle and questions of 


practice the key to the whole difficulty. He quite agreed that on questions | good 


of principle a trained scientific mind was required ; the best judges should 
lay down the principles which after all were intended to apply to every 
complicated state of practice that might arise, but when they came to deal 
with the actual woalie of the principles, the best man was the practising 
man, who could point out the difficulties. The members of the association 
knew more about practice than judges, solicitors, and barristers combined, 
and they should make their representations to the \~ authorities. He 
believed that if they pointed out to the judges that injustice was being 
brought about because of the present cumbrous and antiquated machinery 
the judges would be most anxious to remedy it. With 

to the Long Vacation they could do practical work oy gents the resolution 
which was almost stereotyped, which had been ado: by the Incorporated 
Law Society and the Bar Council and by every except the j " 
that the Long Vacation should begin on the Ist of August and on 
the 30th of September. Ultimately the public would ask who was 
standing in the way of this reform, and would say that the judges were 
not entitled to have the vacation at the cost of every other section of the 
public. He quite agreed that they had better leave the circuit system 
alone. Mr. Stringer had referred to the establishment of a third Court of 
Appeal. He (Mr. Herbert Smith) thought they had better leave that 
suggestion alone, because they would be touching the privileges of the 
judges. Then a member had suggested that commissioners should be 
appointed to try the list of short causes, but they would never get that 
oaeem. There was the greatest hostility on the part of the judges to 
baving commissioners appointed to assist them in the trial of actions on 
circuit. There were judges on the bench who were exceedingly dissatisfied 
with the present state of things, and were most anxious to alter them ; but 
there were some judges who would do absolutely nothing. If the 
association strengthened the hand of the judges who wanted reform, by 
passing the requisite resolutions, thie, ther with the action of the 
Incorporated Law Society and the Bar Council, would bring about the 
changes which were absolutely necessary. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. Gzonce Hexsent Sismey, of 11, Serjeant’s-inn, E.C., solicitor, and 
The Manor House, Offord Cluny, Hunts, has been made a Justice of the 
Peace for that county. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvrions, 


Atrrep Pornver and Arraur Tuomas Wuarttey, solici‘ors (Street, 
Poynder, & Whatley), 27, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London. March 31. The 
said Arthur Thomas Whatley will continue the business at the same 
address under the same style. 

Joun Brrpson Sxatte and Henry Srantey Moratson, solicitors (Seatle 
& Morrison), 34a, Sloane-square, London. March 25. In future such 
business will be carried on by the said Henry Stanley Morrison, at 92, 
Victoria-street, Westminster, under the same style as heretofore. 


James Anstey Witp, Wr.i1am Witp, and Atcrrnon Lionat Coxis, 
eolicitors (Wild & Wild), 31, Lawrence-lane, Cheapside, London March 21, 
(Gazette, April 4. 
Harry Dovetas Berxetey and Atrrep Hares, solicitors (CO. R. 
Berkeley, Son, & Haines), 68, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London. Feb. 25. 


Francis Coteman Evans and Hrram EL 11s, solicitors (Coleman, Evans, 
& Ellis), 52, Queen Victoria-street, London. March 25. 


Joun Wiiurams Ranpatt and Csaries ALsert Goverr, solicitors 
(Brundrett, Randall ,& Govett), 10, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, London. 
March 31. [ Gazette, April 8. 


GENERAL. 


The American Ambassador to Mexico has, says the St. James’s Gazette, 
succeeded in securing the submission to the Hague Tribunal of a dispute 
between the Catholic Church of Oalifornia and the Government of Mexic>, 
involving a million dollars. This is the first case to be submitted to the 
arbitration of the Hague Convention Court. 


The ae circuits have been settled for the coming autumn assizes 

viz, Midland Circuit, the Lord Ohief Justice; Uxford Circuit, Mr. 

Justice Phillimore; South-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Grantham ; 
Western Circuit, Mr. Justice Wright ; North-Sastern Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Kennedy and Mr. Justice Ohaunell; North and South Wales Circuit, Mr. 

— Bucknill ; Northern Circuits, Mr. Justics Walton and Mr. Justice 
elf. 


A curious custom which obtains in connection with the letting of a 


piece of land at Bourne known as ‘The White Bread Meadow ’’ was, says | and that, 


the Daily Mail, observed this week. The land was let by auction, and at 
each bid a koy was started to run to a given public-house, the land being 
let to the person whose bid had not been challenged when the boy returned. 

© money—in this case amounting to £5 7s. 6d.—was partly spent in a 
bread and cheese and onion supper at a public-house, and the remainder 


py oaves of bread delivered to every house in a certain district of the 


An esteemed correspondent draws attention to the following singular 
advertisment which recently appeared in the Standard: ‘** To —A 
Merchant and owner of considerable house » near celebrated 

County, having a 
tic, reliable 1 or (with onetian; wi rien aan emee 
ene c, a ca 5 
a for own out ent extensive Seen: two local solicitors 
recently dead ; capital opening ; really income certain ; communica- 
tions treated with greatest privacy.—. » ” 


The annual general meeting of the bar will be held in the Old-hall, 
Lincoln’s-inn, on Tuesday afternoon next, at 415. The annual election 
of members to fill the vacancies council will be held in the week 


voting papers with 

whose onions address within the United Kingdom is given ia 

List. Every candidate for election must be proposed in writing, and 
proposal form, signed by at least ten barristers, must be sent to 
secretary at the offices of the council, 2, Hare-court, Temple, on or before 
Tuesday, the 22od inst. Proposal forms may be obtained from the 
secretary 


7 


There has been an unusual delay in asing in the new King’s Counrel. 
One day this week, says the Daily Mail, Mr. Justice Bigham noticed Mr. 
Montague Lush, who has just been created a K.O., seated among 
junior counsel immediately behind Mr. Danckwerts, K.C. ‘‘ Have you not 

een sworn in yet, Mr. Lush ?”’ asked his lordship. ‘‘ No, my *” was 
- reply. m4 I w 3 mathe 16 why you had ref , behind 17 
anckwerts,’’ continu: e judge. ‘ your p’s pardon 
ejaculated Mr. Danckwerts. ‘‘I was only hen Rasen Mr. wush,”’ 
his lordship. ‘Oh, I thought you were asking my learned friend, Mr. 
Lush, whether he had been sword at yet,”’ returned Mr. Danckwerts 
amid much laughter, 


The Inns of Court, says the ~~ Manii, are considering how best they 
may celebrate the Coronation, already the committee of Gray’s-inn 
has drawn up a programme, It advises that there shall be a grand ball in 
the hall of the inn, that the ens shall be illuminated as they were at 
the time of the Liamond Ju and that a treat shail be given to 3,000 
children of the neighbourhood, to be chosen by the various aod 
ministers who labour in the vicinity of Gray’s-inn. It also advises that 
there shall be a dinner to all the servants of the inn. It is necessary 
now for the committee’s resolution to be comfirmed by the “‘ Pension’ of 
benchers and the inn will at once set about making arrangements. The 
other inns have not advanced so far as this. 


The City Press gives the following list of candidates for the post of 
Town Clerk of the City of London: Mr. A. B. Pilling, town of 
Devonport; Mr. R. Bacon, town clerk of Oxford; Mr. A. A. Baumann, 
barrister-at-law; Mr. J. town clerk of Leicester; Mr. E. R. 
Donisthorpe, solicitor, 6, Copthall-avenue; Mr. J. H. Ellis, town clerk of 
Plymouth; Mr. W. Guy , barrister, Northern Circuit; Mr. 
Chambers Leete, town clerk of Kensington; Mr. P. R. Linthorne, town 
clerk of Southampton ; Mr. F. C. Lloyd, town clerk of Huddersfield ; Mr. 
Duncombe Mann, clerk to the Metropolitan Asylums Board; Mr. E. 
Maudesly, town clerk of Croydon; Mr. H. W Michelmore, deputy-clerk to 
the Devon Qounty Council; Mr. O. F. Monckton, clerk to the City 
Lieutenancy ; Mr. O. B. F. Mount, solicitor, 17, Gracechurch-street; Mr. 
R. M. Prescott, town clerk of Fulham; Dr. H. Mansfield Robineon, town 
clerk of Shoreditch; Mr. H. Stewart Sankey, barrister. 


The Times reprints from its issue of the 7th of April, 1802, an obituary 
notice of Lord Kenyon in which it is stated that ‘His lordship possessed 
an uncommon of mind, and an intuitiveness of on, which 
enabled him at once to discern the direct path of justice, however attempted 
to be concealed by nae —— and subleties of practice. It is to his 
lordship’s exertions country is indebted for much of that reform which 
has been introduced into the of the law, and particularly with 
regard to attorneys, whose uct never failed to meet his just 
resentment indignation. His endeavours on the bench have been 
uniformly directed to the promotion of every moral and religious duty, 

the disc at of SAG, ene tose apes a7 ee See 

honour, the ul effects of which his 

contemplate, His opinions from the bench 

influence on the manners of society, and it 

he has not lived to do all the good a lon 

have performed.” 


A petition for divorce on very unusual grounds has, says the Albany Law 
Journal, been filed in the case of Hedler v. Hedler. The petition st 4 
‘‘ your petitioner shews that his said wife Evelyn, previous to h 
gave performances in the travelling circus of Barn’ 
of charming and hypnotizing venomous snakes. 
further shews that pb a the marriage of your 
continuouely kept and maintained an assortmen 
reptiles in the house of your petitioner, this 
and permission of your petitioner. And 
that, = oo the . 

p.m., the Evelyn 
after having so 
the receptacle in which were housed the 


petitioner. And your 
with the snakes some time 
thigh, causing the same 
ciating and 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reaistaans 1s ATTENDANCE ON 









Emercency <Aprzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota. No. 2. KeEKkewicu. Braye, 
14 Mr. Church 


Mr. R. Leach Mr. Carrington Mr. W. Leach 
Beal Pagh 





16 King Greswell 
16 Godfrey R. Leach Carrington W. Leach 
7 Farmer eal Pugh Greswell 
18 Greswell R. Leach Carrington W. Leach 
19 W. Leach Beal Pugh Greswell 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
FarweE.u. Buck.ey. Joyce, Swinren Eapy, 
Monday, April .........14 Mr. Farmer Mr. King Mr, Jackson Mr, Pugh 
Tuesday .... 15 Godfrey Church Pemberton Carrington 
Wednesday 16 Farmer King Jackson Beal 
Thursday oe Godfrey Church Pemberton R. Leach 
Friday .. ..18 Farmer King Jackson Pemberton 
Saturday . ae Godfrey Church Pemberton Jackson 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1902. 
COURT OF APPEAL. Wednesday 14...General paper 
Appzat Court I. Thursday ...15...Mots and gen pa 
Final, Interlocutory and New Trial Appeals Paley ... . 6... Samataing eatne ‘ 
from the King’s Bench Division, Final Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
and Interlocutory appeals from the cause must be so marked in the cause 
; book at least one clear day before the 


Admiralty Division, and Cases in In re 
The Workmen’s Compensation Act, or 
other Business propoted to be taken in 
this Court. wil!, from e to time, be 
announced in the Daily Cause List. 


Arreat Covurr II. 

Final and Interlocutory Appeals from the 
Chance’ Division, the Probate and 
Divorce Division, Bankruptcy and Lunacy 
Appeals and appeals from the Lancaster 
and Durham Palatine Courts, and other 
Business proposed to be taken in this 
Court, will, from time to time, be 
announced in the Daily Cause List. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Cuancery Cover I. 

Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 
Except when other Business is advertised in 
the Daiiy Cause List, Mr. Justice Keke- 
wich will take Actions with Witnessex 
daily throughout the Sittings to the cx 

el of other Business, 


Cuaycery Covar II. 
Mr. Justice BYRNE, 
Except when other Business is advertiscd 


in tne Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Byrne | 


will take Actions with Witnesses daily 
throughout the Sittings to the exclusion 
of other Business. 


Kino’s Bexcu Covrr I, 
Mr. Justice SWINFEN EADY. 
Except when other Business is advertis:d 
in the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice 
Swinfen Eady will take Actions with 
Witnesses daily throughout the Sittings 
to the exclusion of other Business. 


Lonp Cuaxcecion’s Covrr. 

Mr. Justice FARWELL, 
eae April . .Mots and gen pa 

bs P y 9) 

‘Thursday ...10 § General paper 
Friday ......11...Mots and gen pa 
Saturday ‘...12 Sate gg aad Manchester 
Monday...... 14 Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...15 Sht caus, pets, & gen pa 
Thursday At General paper 
Friday ...... 18,..Mots and gen pa 
Saturday ...19...Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 
Monday......21...8itting in chambers 
‘Tuesday - 22) 
Wednesday 23 ; General paper 
Thursday “24 
Friday ......25...Mots and gen pa 


Saturday ...26 Manchester and Liverpool 


business 





same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the 


proposed judgment or order, must be left | 


in court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put into the 


Paper. 
N.B, The following Papers on Further | 


Consideration are required for the use of 
the Judge, viz. :—T' wo Copies of Minutes 
of the moe some Judgment or Order. 1 
Copy Pleadings, and 1 Copy Master’s 
Certificate, which must be left ia Court 
with the Judge’s Clerk one clear day 
before the Further Consideration is ready 
to come into the Paper. 


Cuancery Covurr IV. 
| Mn. Justice BUCKLEY. 
| Tuee,, April 8...Mots and non wit list 
Wednesday 9 i Seer Acts and non- 
Thursday ...10 Non wit list 
Friday ..... 11...Mots and non wit list 
S: aa 9 | Sht caus, pets, procedure 
aturday ...12 (sums, & non wit list 
Monday..,...14...8itting in chambers 
y 4 , 
Tuesday ...15 { ee Acts and pon- 
Wednesday 18 ; +4 
Thursday ...17 § Non wit list 
Friday ......18 . Mots and non wit list 
Setuctay 19 { Sht caus, pets, procedure 
. (sums, and non wit list 
Monday ...... 21...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday .,.92 Ser acts and non- 
Wednesday 23 von 
Thursday ...24 } Non wit list 
Friday ......25...Mots and non wit list 





Saturday ...26 { Sht caus, pets, procedure 


sums, and non wit list 
28...Sitting in chambers 
29 { Companies’ Ac:s and non- 
: wit list 


Monday . 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 39 ? $6 Tic 

Thursa., May 15 Non wit list 

Friday ...... 2 ..Mots and non wit list 

: = {Sht caus. pets, procedure 

Saturday ... 8 } sums, and non wit list 

Eo in chambers 

eee ee . | Companies’ acts and non- 

Tuesday 6 ) wit list 

Wednesday 7} : 

Thursday ... 8§ Non wit list 

Friday ...... 9 — and non wit list 

aan { Sht caus, pets, procedure 

Saturday 10 (sums, and non wit list 

Monday..... 12...Sitting in chambers 

| Companies’ Acts and non- 

Tuesday ...13 } wit list 

Wednesday 14...Non wit list 

Thursday ...15.. _ & non wit list 

it Baan maining mots \if any) 

Friday .. 16 (el non wit list 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. The necessary Papers, includin; 
two copies of minutes of the proposec 


Monday... 


judgment or order must be left in court | 


with the judge’s clerk one clear day 
before the cause is to be put in the paper. 
In default the Cause will not be pat in 


the 7. ; 
N.B.—The following Papers on Further 


} Consideration are required for the use of 


Tuesday .....2¥...8ht caus, pets, & gen pa 
pag Ag General paper 
f£riday ...... 2...Mots and gen pa 
Bati y ... 3... Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 
Monday...... 6...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 6 ) 
Wednesday 7 | General paper 
Thursday ... 8) 
Friday ...... er ee gen pa 

iv and Manchester | 
Baturday ...10{ pusintee 


Mondéay......12...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...13., Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 


the Judge, viz. :—Two Copies of Minutes | 
of the proposed Judgment or Order, 1 | 


Copy Pleadings, and 1 Copy Chief Clerk’s 
Certificate. these must be left in Court 
with the Judge’s Clerk one clear day 
before the Further Consideration is ready 
to come into the paper. 


Friday ...00 ——_ and non wit list P 
caus, pets, procedure 

Saturday ...10 (sums, and non wit list 
Monday...... 12...8itting in chambers 

y ...18) 3+ lic 
Wednesday 14 | Nom wit list 
Thursday ...15 ..Mots and non wit list 
Friday ...... 16...Non wit list 


The witness actions retained by Mr. Justice 
Joyce will be taken from time to time as 
the state of the Non-Witness List may 
permit. 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers, includ- 
ing two copies of the minutes of the pro- 
posed judgment or order, must be left 
with the judge’s clerk one clear day 
before the cause is to be put into the 
paper. 


N.B.—The following Papers on Further 
Consideration are required for the use of 


Cuancery Court III. 
Mr. Justice JOYCE. 
Tues,, April 8...Mots and non wit list 


Wednesday 9) +41: 
Thursday ...10 4 Non wit list 
Friday ......11 . Mots and non wit list 


7 ‘ 9 | Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...12 | sums, and non wit list 
Monday......14...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ...15 

Wednesday 16 Non wit list 

Thursday ...17 

Friday ......18...Mots and non wit list 
Saturday ...19 { Sht cous, pots procedure 


sums, and non wit list 
Monday......21...Sitting in chambers 


Tuesday oon) 
23 5 Non wit list 


Wednesday 

Thursday ...24 

Friday ...... 25 YoY and non wit list P 
1. 32 .( Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...26 | sums, and non wit list 

| Monday...... 28...Sitting in chambers 

| Tuesday .....29 

| Wednesday 30} Non wit list 

| Thurs, May 1 

| Friday ...... 2...Mots and non wit list 

| 

| 

| 

| 





the Judge, viz. : Jule Copies of as 

re e (Sht caus, pets, procedure | of the posed Judgment or er, 
Saturday .... 3) cums, and se witlist. | Copy Pleadings, and 1 Copy Master’s 
Monday...... 5.. Sitting in chambers | Certificate, which must be left in Court 


| with the Judge’s Clerk one clear day 
| before the Further Consideration is ready 
to come into the paper. 


| Tuesday .., 6) 
| Wednesday 7; Non wit list 
| Thursday ... 8) 


| COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1902. 
ArreaL Court I.—Noricz. 
The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken in this Court will, 
| from time to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 
ArpEaL Count II.—Nortces. 
| The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken in this Court will, 
from time to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Judgment Reeerved. 
(General List.) 


In re H Holland, junr Gregg v Holland appl of defts The New 
Industrial Contract Syndicate ld from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
March 22, 1901 (Heard before Vaughan Williams, Stirling, and Cozens- 
Hardy, L.JJ.—c a v March 25) 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 

(General List.) 
1899. 

In re Tiemann’s Patent, AD, 1893, No 8736, & and Patents, Designs, & 
Acts appl of petnrs Franz, Fritache & Co from order of Mr Justice 
Cozens-Hardy, dated Aug 3, 1899 (security ordered March 14, 1900) 
Aug 30 . 


1900. 


Tebb vy Cave appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Feb 15, 
1900 (security ordered) April 5 
In re The New Zealand Midland Railway Co ld Smith (on behalf, &c) v 
Lubbock appl of The Industrial and General Trust 1d from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 6, 1900 (s o Trinity Sittings) May 24 
Holly v Rumsey Green v Rumsey appl of pltff J C Holly & deft ES 
Holly from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 5, 1900 (s 0 for 
| Judge’s Certificate that he does not require any further argument) 
Aug 16 
| In vn oll Booth, dec Gore Booth v Gore Booth appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justics Kekewich, dated Jaly 27,1900 (so by order Feb 28 
,} 1901) Novl 
1901. 
| In re Bullen Muspratt Williams v Howe appl of deft J N Ballen from 
| order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Jan 17, 1901 Feb 23 
| In re The Companies Acts 1862 to 1890 and In re The General Investors’ 
| Syndicate 1d appl of Ellis Parr and ors from order of Mr Justice 
Cozens-Hardy, for Mr Justice Wright, dated Feb 20, 1901 March 18 
| The Picture Post Card Oo ld v Ross appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
| Buckley, dated March 20, 1901 (security ordered) ril 2 
In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893 & In re The Brighton Hotels ld 
appl of Septimus Parsonage (the petnr) from order of Mr Justice Wright, 
dated March 20, 1901 (produce order) April 3 
| The Midland Ry Co v Wright appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice 
| Byrne, dated Feb 14, 1901 (s o till legal representative appointed) 
April 30 
The Great Central Ry Oo v The North Eastern Ry Co appl of defts from 
| order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated April 23, 1901 May 9 
Horne v Jewell appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Farwall, dated 
May 7,1901 May 13 
In re the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In re Khoosh ld appl of 
A W Johnson from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated April 3, 1901 
May 14 
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Hope v Hope appl of pltff in person from order of Mr Justice Cozens- 
Hardy, dated Feb 21, 1901, and motn for leave to admit fresh evidence 
(by order) May 20 

In re Scholefield Turner v Scholefield appl of D H Hammond & anr 
from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Feb 5, 1901 May 20 , 

Bateman v Faber appl of deft G D Faber from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated May 10, 1901 May 22 

In re The Trustees, Executors & Securities Insce Corpn 1d v Armstrong 
appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Feb 12, 1901 
(produce order) May 22 : 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, and In re The Yorkshire Invest- 
ment and American Mortgage Oo ld appl of R Moore from order of Mr 
Justice Wright, dated April 26, 1901 ay 24 

In re Schnadhorst Sandkubl vy Schnadhorst appl of pltffs from order of 
Mr Justice Joyce, dated May 4, 1901 May 30 

Bellerby v Rowland & Marwoods Oold appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated May 15,1901 Junel 

The Transvaal Exploring Land & Minerals Cold v The Transvaal Lands 
Cold appl of pitffs from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 
19,1901 June3 

Moffatt & Paige ld v George Gill & Sons ld appl of pltffs from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Aprili,1901 June 12 

In re Ward Pollock v Moore appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated March 21,1901 June 14 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, and In re Orichton’s Oil Co ld 
(in voluntary liquidation) appl of David Crichton from order of Mr 
Justice Wright, dated May 15, 1901 June 15 

In re South Eastern Ry, &c, Act, 1862 Bath v Bath appl of John Smith 
Bath from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 17,1901 June 19 

Inre Hawthorne Bligh v Lynch appl of deft A J Maskell from order 
of Mr Justice Farwell, dated March 16,1901 June 20 

In reSwan Marsball v Hunter appl of deft J W H Swan from order of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated Feb 19, 1901 June 27 

In re Maddock Llewelyn v Washington appl of defts H Barker, spinster, 
and ors from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated June 5, 1901 July 3 

Greet v Ord appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated June 
15, 1901 (security ordered) July 11 

Savill Bros ld v Bethell appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Buckley, 
dated April 24,1901 July 12 

In re Irvine & Coles’ Contract & V & P Act, 1874 appl of Duncan Irvine 
from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated July 8,1901 July 13 

Trollope vGems appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
April 18, 1901 July 18 

The Union Lighterage Co ld v London Graving Dock Cold appl of defte 
from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated April 26,1901 July 18 


In re Packett & Smith’s Contract & V & P Act, 1874 applof R O Puckett 
& anr from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated June 29,1901 July 24 

Ashworth v English Card Co appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, 
dated June 22,1901 July 26 

In re Moore Prior v Moore appl of deft 8 T Moore (infant), by F 8 
Lowhis, guardian ad litem, from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated March 
14,1901 July 27 

In re Whitmore Walters v Harrison appl of deft A S Harrison from 
order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated July 4, 1901 July 27 

Pilkington v Yeakley Vacuum Hammer Co appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 25, 1901 (security ordered) July 29 
In the Matter of Thomas Jameson’s Letters Patent, No 15,212 of 1894 
and in the Matter of Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Acts, 1883 
appl of petnar M A Yeakley from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
March 1, 1902 March 21, 1902 

Bradshaw v Widdrington and Widdrington v Bradshaw appl of J C 
— and anr from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 6, 1901 
July 30 

Chiplin v Mussett appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
July 4,1901 July 30 

British Motor Traction Co ld v Friswell appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Farwell, dated July 29,1901 Aug 2 

Inre Smith Russell vySmith appl of defts Arthur Smith and anr from 
order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated July 23,1901 Aug 2 

Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Oo ld v Oresswell app! of pltffs from order of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated Aug 6, 1901 Aug7 

Richards de Winton Richards v Evans appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated July 4,1901 Aug 8 

Le Mesurier v Le Mesurier appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Keke- 
wich, dated July 17,1901 Aug 8 

The City Estates Oo ld v Jaffray In re the City Estates Co ld & Jaffray’s 
to ppl of defts from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 

, 190 ug 9 

The Wath-upon-Dearne Urban District Council v Dearne Valley Water- 
works Co appl of plitffs from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated 
July 25,1901 Aug 10 

Chaytor v Trotter appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
July 7, 1901 Aug 12 

Atkins & Applegarth v The Castner Kellner Alkali Co 1d appl of pitffs 
from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated May 16,1901 Aug 13 

Robinow v The London & Northern Bank 1d ppl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated Aug 7, 1901 Aug 13 

Thomas v Thomas appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 
July 1, 1901 (produce order) Aug 13 

Rowland v Casguen and other Actions consolidated appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 11,1901 Aug 14 

J Ambler & Sons 1d v Mayor, &c, of Bradford appl of pltffs from order 


of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Aug 3, 1901 (Interlocutory Appeal No. 3 to 
come on with this, by order) Aug 16 

In re Fish Prestige v Lea appl of deft Jessy Lea from order of Mr 
Justices Byrne, dated June 6, 1901 Aug 17 

Aflalo v Lawrence & Bullen ld appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Joyce. dated July 31,1901 Aug 20 : 

Lord Hastings v The Horie Eastern Ry Co appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Byrne, dated Aug 8, 1901 (s o Trinity Sittings) Aug 26 

In re Bryce Brown, dec Brown v Gedney appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Aug 1, 1901 Aug 29 


In re Magdalen College, Oxford The London County Council and The 
President, &c, of St Mary M College, Oxford appl of The 
London County Council from o of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated 
Aug 8, 1901 Sept 2 

In re Wood Wood v Wood appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Keke- 
wich, dated Aug 2, 1901 Oct1 

Sproat v Marchese appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 
July 30, 1901 Oct 2 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In re The Leeds and Hanley 
Theatres of Varieties ld < The Consolidated Exploration Finance 
Co ld from order of Mr Ju Wright, dated July 31, 1901 Oct 9 


In re The Earl of Harroby Earl of Harroby v Ryder appl of deft The 
Hon A E D Ryder from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated July 
11, 1901 Oct 12 

The Great Western Ry Co v Talbot appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated June 27,1901 Oct 15 

In re Margeston Margeston v Mai n appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated July 23, 1901 Oct 17 

In re Sutton Lewis v Sutton appl of deft E A V Sutton from order of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 23,1901 Oct 21 

Fleming v Loe Mackusick vy Fleming appl of pltff R T Fleming from 
order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Aug 6, 1901 (produce order) 


Oct 22 
Cooper appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy 
dated July 30, 1901 Oct 3 ‘ 
a = . appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated July 13, 
9 ov 
Same v Same appl of deftS OC Byrne from order of Mr Justice Joyce, 
dated July 13, 1901 Nov2 
Barnard Castle Urban District Council vy Wilson appl of pltffs from order 
of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Aug 5, 1901 Nov 5 


In re Walker and Oakshott and the V & P Act, 1874 appl of F Walker & 
anr from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated June Bo, 1901 (produce 
—— Nov 13 
The National Co for the Distribution of Electricity by Secondary 
Generators v Gibbs appl of Deft H O Ruelle from order of Mr Justice 
Cozens-Hardy, dated July 11,1901 Nov13 
In re Lloyd Lloyd v Lloyd appln of R L Allen and anr from order of 
Mr Justice Farwell, dated Nov 1, 1901 Nov 15 
In re Sutton Lewis v Sutton appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Buckley, dated July 23, 1901 Nov 18 
In re Hotham Hotham v Doughty appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Nov 2,1901 November 19 
In re Duvall Oorbet v Duvall appl of deft A C Duvall from order of Mr 
Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated October 25,1901 December 3 
Inre Hey Perkins v Hey appl of defts G Hey & anr from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated Uct 25, 1901 December 4 
In re The Registered Trade Marks, Nos 915, 916, and 31,837 of Messrs 
Bass, Ratcliff, & Gretton, ld and Patents, Desigas, &c, Acts appl of 
Bass, Ratcliff, & Gretton from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 
28, 1901 December 5 
In re The Registered Trade Marks, Nos 2, 27,781, 31,839, 31,840, 43,808, 
43,809, and 53,995 of Messrs Bass, Ratcliff, & Gretton, ld, and Patents, 
&c Acts appl of Bass, Ratcliff, & Gretton, ld, from an order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 28, 1901 December 5 
In re Lewis Thomas v Hedley Hedley v Thomas appl of M A Hedle 
& anr from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Nov 7, 1901 
December 6 
Byrne v The Millom & Askam Hematite Iron Co ld appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 20, 1901 December 6 
In re Martin Martin v Martin appl of deft from Mr Justice Buckley, 
dated Nov 19, 1901 December 9 
Brickwell v Gilbert appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated Nov 22, 1901 December 10 
Brazier v Glasspool appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Nov 
27, 1901 (produce order) December 10 
In re Cabot Brisker v Cabot Oabotv Purnes appl of deft F P Oabot 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 4, 1901 (produce order) 
December 11 
In re Ford Ford v Ford appl of pltff & anr from order of Mr. Justice 
. Buckley, dated Nov 7, 1901 December 11 
Morgan v Pool appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Dec 7, 
1901 December 14 
ington v Steel appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated Dec 12, 1901 Lecember 17 
In re Hunt Leppard v Morgan Leppard v Pollard & Settled Land Acts 
appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Aug 5, 1901 
(produce order—security ordered) December 17 
pl of pltft 


Rumney v The Kent Coal, Finance & Development Co ld 
uce order) 
December 





from ee s Mr Justice Byrne, dated Aug 2, 1901 ( 
In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re The Ooolgardie Gold 
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Fieldsld appl of E J Wickenden from order of usti 
; dated Dec i 196 Aber eng order of Mr Justice Wright, 
a re Huxta! uxtable v Crawford appl of Attorney-G l fr 
— nod Justice Farwell, dated Nov 2 F901 Gesaher 3. eid 

nnett v Stone appl of pitff from order of Mr i 

Mor ls, toe vale i er 0 Justice Buckley, dated 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1899. 
Rowlands (appit) v Miller (respt) Crown side appl of respt from judgt of 


of Justices Lawrance & Channell, dated Feb 17, 1899 (security ordered’ 
March 3 
1900. 


Short v Foss appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
Oct 28, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex (security ordered) Jan 27 
Kerin (widow) & ors y Weston appl of pitffs from judgt of Mr Jastice 
Phillimore, dated March 16, 1900 (security ordered) June 16 
a we a , 7 “ Ar spl of owe from judgt of The Judge 
of Pas ive 
: Aug - sage rpool), July 11, 1900 (security 
ber gs — . of = —— judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated Dec 
, out ju iddlese i i i 
p Poser cles Ps “om ~~ x (so until after petition in Lunacy 
1901. 


The London County Council vy The Urban District Council of Acton appl 
of deft from from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Dec 14, 1900, with- 
outa jury, Middlesex (produce order) March 27 

Moorby v The Mayor, Aldermen, and Vitizens of the City and County of 

upon Hall appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
without a jury, dated April 2,1901 May 1 

Hainsworth v British Workman’s and General Assurance Co 1d appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated April 18, 1901, and 
special jury, Leeds May 8 

Gite fovea judge of the Lord’ hie See & Se Te Latest 

i. - - ; 
ited April 1s, Tool Mays ief Justice & Mr Justice Lawrance, 
re an Arbitration between Henry Tyrer & Co of the one part and 
Hesaler & Oo, owners, of the other part appl of Hessler & Co rtm judgt 
of Justices Kennedy and Phillimore, dated May 2,1901 May 20 
eee v Powell and aur appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice 
‘ \. oe ee — 19, ey Bony no jury, Middlesex May 21 
nett appl of deft j ice G 
dated May 22,1901" M gt om judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
ay GN Herbert, applt v J A M Quade (Surveyor of Taxes), respt 
(f venue Side) appl of respt from judgt of Justices Kennedy and 
Pon dated May 9, 1901 part heard (so for additional tacts) 
and ors v Bill appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 

a 14, oo a jury May 24 
e a pper Mining Co ld v Swall i f j 
Mr Justice Wright, dated May 14, 1901. May 4 siocentertcnesetiah 

In re 1 gem ag the owners of the Steamship Istok and Fred 
Drug! appl of deft from judgt of i c i 
ne May ; ? 1901 May 29 judgt of Justices Kennedy and Phillimore, 

Martingell v Brown appl of pltff from judgt i 
~ son, done te vi, od May judgt of Justices Ridley and 

sa ern Shakespeare v C J Ekman & Co appl of pitff from judgt 

at ustice Bigham and Commercial Court, dated March 6, 1901 May 
oe (appellants) v Thomas Thornhill Shann and ors, Jj of the 
: icon om ea aolanar te “x 3 = B aeery seead (respts) Crown Side appl 
ie 

e May i90 May ~ ustice and Mr Justice Lawrance, 
re an tration The Bwllfa & Merthyr Dare Steam OCollieries (1891 
ld v The Pontypridd Waterworks Oo appl of defts from sedge ot 

™ Justices Ridley and Phillimore, dated May 22,1901 June 5 

. og 4 Council of the Administrative Uounty of Hertford v The 
— Council of Barnet appl of defts from order of Mr 
oe a awrance, dated May 17, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex 

Lord Portsmouth and anr v The London and South Western Railway Co 

appl of pitffs from judgt of Mr Justice D 1 May 22, 18 
re a jury, Midalesex June 24 ems deaiaipimaclateinn 

Same v Same appl of defts fr j i 
May 22, 101 -_s A, ‘om judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
6 Wharves & Warehouses ld v Pitts, Son & King ld appl 
of iistta from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated fom 15, 1901, 

3 ee ll oa jury, Middlesex June 25 
*jodgt of Beaies "pide hy Phiili on a Mer bol, with 

m ted 22 
x cPeaial jury, Middlesex June 25 ty si Randantg Seo 
yo aan anne oye ge Hertford Union and ors (Crown 
“am 11901 Jeoe an judgt of Justices Ridley and Bigham, dated 
Portland Cement Manufacturers (1900) 1d and ors v 
a. appl of pitfis from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
r coon , a » Without a jury, Middlesex (Commercial List) June 26 

_ ue e Associated ortiand Cement Manufacturers (1900): 1d and 
a appl of defts from jadgt of Mc Justivs Mathew, dated June 12, 

» Without a jury, x June 26 


1 
B Abrahams v Bullock i i 
ppl of pltfis from judgt of Mr Justice Ridle: 
dated June6, 1901, without» jury, Middloses “Suse 26? ey 





Gunn v Showell’s Brewery Co ld and ors appl of defts Showell’s Brewery 
Oo 1d from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated June 7, 1901, without 
a jury, Middlesex June 28 

Squire v Hussey appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
June 8, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex (security ordered) June 28 

Wertheim v Thomas Owen & Cold appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated May 7, 1901, and cross notice of — by defts (from 
part of same order), without a jury, Middlesex July 1 

The Corporation of the Royal Exchange Assurance v Sjéférsikrings Aktie 
Bolaget Vega appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 
June 15, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex July 4 

Whinney v Bowman appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated June 29, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex July 5 

Favets v Merry appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated June 
25, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex July 5 

Michel v Day appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated June 
26, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex July 5 

Taylor v Tombs avd Same v Same app! of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Darling, dated July 4, 1901, with common jury, Middlesex (two actions 
consolidated, by order) July 8 

Hedley v Rippin & ors appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, 
yg July 3, 1901, with common jury, Middlesex (security ps 
July 12 

Vickers, Sons & Maxim ld v Midland Ry Co & ors vom d and Oanal 
Commission) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, Sir F. 
Peel and Viscount Cobham, dated July 10, 1901 July 13 

Osborne v Quarry Publishing Co ld appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
Justice Ridley, dated May 6, 1901, with a jury, Middlesex (security 
ordered) July 16 

Pain Bros v Macleay appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated July 3,1901 July 16 

Burdett & Harris v Macleay app! of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated July 8,1901 July 16 Daines, Adam & Cov Macleay 
appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated July 6, 1901 
July 16 (so 14 days after Pain Bros above disposed of) 

Merc:r v The Liverpool, St Helens and South Lancashire Ry Oo appl of 
defts from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice, dated June 24, 1901, with- 
out a jury, Middlesex July 17 

Tredegar Iron & Coal Cold v Hawthorn Bros & Co appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Juatice Phillimore, dated June 26, 1901, without a jury, 
Middlesex July 18 

Rosenthal Bros (Appellants) v Redfern & Son (Respondents) (Crown Side) 
appl of defts from judgt of Justices Channel! and Bucknill, dated 28 
June, 1901 (security ordered) July 20 

Steel, Young, & Co v Grand Canary Coaling Co a of deft from judgt 
of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated July 15,1901 July 29 

Charles Cammell & Co v The Midland Ry Oo & ors (Railway and Canal 
Commission) appl of Midland Ry Co from judgt of Mr Ju-tice Wrigat, 
Sir F Peel, and Viscount Cobham, dated July 10,1901 July 31 

John Brown & Cold v The Midland Ry Co & ors (Railway and Oanal Com- 
mission) appl of Midland Ry Co from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, 
~_ Hon Sir F. Peel, and Viscount Cobham, dated July 10, 1901 

uly 31 

Mitchell v Richard Evans & Co 1d appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bucknill, dated July 26, 1901, without a jury Aug 2 

Mediterranean and New York Steam <% Cov Mackay applof pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated July 6, 1901, witn special jury, 
Manchester Aug 3 

George Nelson & Sons v James and Alexander Brown app! of pltfis from 
judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated July 30, 1901, without a jury Aug5 

Preston (trading as John Preston) v Furness, Witby & Co appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, and cross notice of appeal by pltff 
from same order, dated July 31, 1901, without a jury Aug7 

Nigel Gold, &c, Co v Hoarde appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 

thew, dated July 26, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 7 

The Kingswell Steamship Co ld v F W Marten appl of pitffs from judgt 

of Mr Justice Mathew, dated July 26, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex 


Aug 7 

Neustadt v Lambert appl of deft from judgt Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
July 26, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 8 

Handby v Wolverhampton Race Course and Dunstall Park Club Oo ld 
appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated July 24, 1901, 
without a jury, Stafford Aug 8 

Robinson Gold Mining C» ld and ors v Alliance Marine and General 
Assurance Co,ld appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated July 15, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 9 

O H A Dougherty v E Richards & Oo appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justive Darling, dated July 31, 1901, common jary, Middiesex Aug 9 

Elliott v Longden appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated July 2, 1901, and common jury, Middlesex (security ordered) 
Aug 15 

Ben , & ora (trading, &c) v The Commissioners of His Majesty’s 
Works & Public Buildings appl of defts from judgt of the Lord Chief 
Justice, dated Aug 6, 1901, and special jury, Leeds Aug 15 

Pearce v Greening appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated 
Aug 6, 1901, without jury, Exeter Aug 20 : 

Carter v Leyson appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated 
Aug 9, 1901, without jury, Birmingham Aug 22 

Curtis & Cov Head appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
July 29, 1901, without Middlesex Aug 23 

The Steamship Carisbrook Co 1d v London & Provincial Marine & General 
Insce Cold appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Aug 
7, 1901, without jury, Middlesex Aug3l 
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Dunn & ors v Donald Currie & Co & Bucknall Bros sppl of defts 
Bucknall Bros from judgt of ‘Mr Justice Mathew, dated Aug 2, 1901, 


Middlesex Augil0 Sir William Dunn & ors v Donald Ourrie & Co and 


ors appl of defts Donald Currie & Co from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, 
dated Aug 2, 1901, without jury, Middlesex Sept 7 
Molineaux v The London, Birmingham & Manchester Insurance Co ld 
appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Aug 6, 1901, 
without jury, Birmingham Sept 12 
The Long Eaton Recreation Grounds Cold v The Midland Railway Co 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated Aug 12, 1901, 
wy Derby Sept 16 
Ratcliff & Dealtry v A B Mendelssohn appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Mathew, dated Aug 7, 1901, non-jury, Middlesex Sept 16 
Honikman v Stopford & ors appl of pltif from judgt of Mr Justice 
Darling, dated Aug 9, 1901, non-jury, Middleex Oct 9 
H F Van Laun & Co v Baring Brosld_ appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bigham, dated July 3, 1901, non-jury, Middlesex Oct 9 
Reid v J B Lee & Sons & ors appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kennedy, dated Aug 9, 1901, non-jury, Middlesex Oct 9 
Scott & Horton v Godfrey appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham 
(Commercial List), dated June 27, 1901, non-jury, Middlesex Oct 23 
Bridgwater & Smith v Godfery appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew (Commercial List), dated. Aug 2, 1901 Oct 23 
Wallis Chlorine Syndicate 1d vy American Alkali Cold appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated July 6, 1901, with special jury, 
Middlesex Oct 23 
The Mayor, &c of Truro v Rowe appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wills, dated Aug 10, 1901 Oct 23 
Same v Kemp appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated Aug 
5,1901 Oct 23 
Vogemann v Zanzibar Steamship Cold appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
* ustice Phillimore, dated July 15, 1901, without jury, Middlesex 
ict 24 
Renton & Oo v Midland Railway Oo & ors (Railway and Oanal Commission) 
appl of Midland Ry Oo from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, Sir F. Peel, 
and Viscount Cobham, dated July 10, 1901 Oct 29 
Lloyds Bank ld v Gerard Moseley appl of deft from judgt of Mr. Justice 
Wills, dated Aug 6, 1901, without a jury, Bristol Oct 31 
Hosre & Co ld v Met Borough of Lewisham appl of defts gt of 
Mr Justice Lawrance, dated Aug 12, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex 


Nov 1 
Titchfield Bank ld v Irwin & ors appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Darling, dated Nov 2, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Nov6 
Wyler v The Ibo Investment Tiustld appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
alton, dated Oct 31, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 11 
Cowan v Coote and anr appl of deft Uoote from jadgt of Mr Justice 
Wille, dated Nov 2, 1901, non-jary, Middlesex Nov 11 


= 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


CHANOERY DIVISION. 
Easter Srrtres, 1902. 
Chancery Causes for Trial or Hearing. 

Set down to March 27, 1902. 

Before Mr. Justice Kexewicu. Further Consideration. 
Retained by order. Whitehouse v Lodge & Harper fur 
Adjourned Summonses. con & sumns to vary (restored) 
In re Menteath Waite v Parkinson 

ome oe Trial (with 


(8 0) 

Drake v Drake (s 0) ‘tnesses) . 

Schofield v Allen Carfrae v Blount act (restored) pt 
In re Anglo-American Construction hd 


Cold White v The Company 3 | Attorney-General v Birmingham, 





summonses (s 0) 

In re Rufford Pomeroy v White- 
head (s 0) 

Tn re de Nicols (to be in the Paper 
April 9th, but not before 3 
o’clock) 

In re Rayment ‘Tozer v Patten 
sumns with witnesses (s o gener- 


ally) 

In re Hill Sturges v Hill (s o 
generally) pt hd 

In re Coxwell Roger’s Trusts & 
Trustee Act (to be in the Paper 
on April 11) 


Motions. 
Bradley v Byrne (to be in Paper 
April 11) 
Davis vy Appleton (to be in Paper 
April 11) 
fn re Standbridge Swinden v 
Cottrell (to be in Paper April 11) 
Kittel vy McKelvie (to be in Paper 
April 11) 
The River Roden Oo ld v The 
Urban District Council of Barki 
Town (to be in Paper April 11) 
e ters’ Co v The London 
Wall Estate Oo (s o generally) 








Tame, & Rea District Drainage 
Board act (so not before Trinity, 
1902) 

Harrison v Gracie act & counter- 
claim pltff bankrupt 

Madocks v Olark act 

Champion, Sons & Hart v Marshall 
act (not until 3 weeks afier 
delivery of defence, &c) 

McOonnel v Wright act 

Watkins v Hall act 

Morris, Marshall & Poole v Roberts 


act 

Kent Coal Exploration Oo ld v 
Brown act 

The Savile Town Chemical Cold v 
Bateman act 


Radway v Grand Pump Room Hotel | Edgar 


Co of Bath ld 
Masters v Drew act 
Nathan v Landau act (Trinity 

sittings) 

Saunders v The London Electric 

Supply Oorpn In _ act 
Nightgale v Reynolds act 
Hennessy v Dompé act 
Durant v Adamson 


act 
Millen v Browne act & counter- 
1 claim 








The British Motor Traction Oo ld 
Outhenin Ohallendre 


v act (so 
till certain costs paid) 

Automatic Air Tight Cover ld v 
Ryland’s Glass and Engineering 
Oold act 


The New Lydenburg Mineral Ex- 
eS Se a 
Pand ld act 

Bansemer v The London Music 


Hall ld act 
The Capital and Counties Bank ld 
v Rhodes act 
Patton v Barber act (pltff dead) 
Olarke v Earl act 


Terry v Davies act 
R Lehmann & Oo ld v The Swiss 


Milk Oo act In re —— 
Trade Marks, No. 969, 


232,162, and 236,803 of Society 
Suisse d’Industrie Lairiere motn 
ordered to be set down and come 
on with above action 
to be delivered (to come on 
together) 

Millwall Dock Co v The Agricul- 
tural action 
for trial and counter-claim 

Evans v Hoggan act 

In re Billings’ Patent, No. 18,386 
of 1900 petn entered in Witness 
List (by order) 

a — a ey Pen 22,947 of 

, granted to Harry Perrin 
and In re Patents, &c, Acts, 
1883 to 1888 petn to come into 
Witness List 

Andrew v Welle act 

Hirschell v Strauss act 

Preston v Godfrey act 

Britich Motor Traction Oo ld v 
Longuemare act 

Boyd v Dawson act 

nag ed 4 ~~ ‘age 

Van Praagh v Ever act 

Taylor v Smith act 

Bush v Bush act (restored) 

Gabriel v Hyde Park Court ld act 

Baylis v Kenway act 

U v Busbell act 

Mullens & Oo ld v Harris act 

Attorney-Gen v Rural 

Lunesdale act 


Council of 
(restored) 
Foerster v The Newlands (West 
ualand Diamond Mines ld 
act (fixed for April 8) 
Pattison v Ar 


act 
The British Homes Assce Oorpn ld 
v Patterson act 


Othen v International Tea Oo’s 
Stores ld act without plead- 
ings 

Lowe v Lord 


Cold act without pleadings 


Stapps v Sta; act 
Frampton v es act 
Osborne (Duke of ) v Clarkson 


act 
Rimell & Allsop v Barber act 
Byng v Stephens act & counter- 


Herbert Alexander & Oo ld v Gor- 
don act 


G Ricordi & Oo v J Poole act 
Keyzor v Smith act 

Mayor of Hove v The Brighton 
Intercepting & Outfall Sewers 
Board act 

v Laurie act 
Watkins v Watkins act &mfj 





Before Mr. Justice Byanz. 








Smith 
In re Edward dec Lo 
vSmith (restored by order) adjd 
sumns : 
In re John Lucas Allen Brinsley v 
Stirling adjd sumns 
In re Craven Hsottomley v de Kaut- 
zow adjd sumns 


Montefiore v Guedalla 
In re Smith Smith v Smith 


——— for Trial (with Witnesses). 
re Dunn Brinklow v Singleton 
act (restored) 
Ackerman v Smallpiece act (s 0) 
In re Brown Brown v Brown act 
s o till after Probate Action 


In re Jo: Davis Davis v Davis 
act pt 
Ashby v Bee & Cold act 


and Adjourned Summonses. 
te ae Veron & Emily 
his wife’ adja ‘ 
batty age pany RB ore 
Bas v Hall adjd sumns 
60) 
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In re Lawrence Bardwick v Senior 
adjd sumns (restored) 

Finney v Kendrick & Ficks (3rd 
parties) act (Liverpool D R— 
8 0 lst Liverpool Day) 

Inre McMurdo Penfieid v McMurdo 
adjd sumns (to come on with 
fur con when set down) 

In re Tomlinson Martin v Norman 
adjd sumns 

In re Scratton, Tuffnell, & Beridge 
adjd sumns 

In re Hammond Hammond v 
Eustace adjd sumns 

In re H Carlsson’s Estate Poulson 
v Safford adjd sumns 

In re Hemming Ward v Oliver 


adjd sumns 
In re Fenton Fenton v Fenton 
adjd sumns 
Further Considerations. 


In re Harvey Harvey v Harvey 
fur con 

In re Johnson Robert v Atitorney- 
Gen fur con & adjd sumns 

Hedley v Reitmeyer fur con & 
adjd sumns 

Hobeon v Laycock fur con & adjd 
sumns 

In re Whitham Witham v Davies 
fur con (restored 

In re Carlin’s Trusts Trustees, 
Executors & Securities Corpnldv 
Boydell fur con 

In re Phenix Hemmant v Phenix 
fur con and adjd sumns 





Before Mr. Justice Buckiry. 
Retained by Order. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Broome v Speak act (April 16 
after pt hd) 


Further Considerations. 

In re Hellyer, dec Bennett v 
Bennett fur con 

Watts v Driscoll fur con 

In re Silvani, dec Alexander v 
Butler fur con (restored) 

In re Lettsom Equitable Rever- 
sionary Interest Soc ld v Fisher 
fur con 


Causes for Trial (without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonees). 
In re Gurney Gurney v Gurney 
(s o till after report) 
In re Webster Harriott v Turner 
motn (restored) 
In re Gosling Gosling v Gosling 
(restored) further hearing 
In the Matter of the Companies 
Acts, 1862 to 1890 and in the 
Matter of Jobn Henry & Co ld 
motn treated as trial of action 
In re Bamford's Estate Bamford v 
Bateman adjd sumns 
In re Bennett’s Trust Bennett v 
Bennett adjd sumrs 
Coles v Beale m fj (trightonD R 
In re Fane Fane v Fane adj 
sumns 
In re Halfon Franklin v Halfon 
m f j (by order without 
pleadings) 
In re Andrew, dec Oreasey v 
Greaves adjdsumns . 
ton Pumping Engine Oo 
vMoore adjd sumns 
In re Corbin's Estate Beckwith y 
oy adjd sumns 
ght &anrvSmith adjdsumns 
Long v Blakey & anr adja sumns 
In re J W Tabernacle, dec Taber- 
nacle v Legg adjdsumns 
In re Keck’s Estate Keck vy Powell 
ae ee 
ye Burrows’ Estate i 
Ma Mea  * 
Gould v Coaks adjd sumns 
In re John Rowe, dec Richards v 
Rowe adjd sumngs 
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Con- 
adjd 


adja 
adjd 


In re Stephens & Barfield’s 
tract (In re V & P Act) 
sumns 

In re Smith Howitt v Smith 
sumns 

In resmith Smith v Howitt 
sumns 


Companies (Winding up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Companies (Winding up). 
Petitions. 

Sunlight Gold Recovery Sydicate 
ld (petn of E B Parnell) so from 
March 6 to April 15 

High Explosives Co ld (petn of 
James Gibb & Co) so from March 
20 to April 9 

Grand Theatre, Ielington, ld (petn 
of J Grego & ors) s o March 1:3 to 
April 15 

Birthday Amalgamated of Western 
Australia 1d (petn of Bernard 
Boaler & ors) s o March 20 to 
April 9 

Melbourne Brewery & Distillery 1d 
(petnof A H Baker) 

Lawton’s Patents ld (petn of 
Mordey Carney (Southampton) ld 

London & County Industrial Acci- 
dent & General Assce Co ld (petn 
of A Cuffe) 

Lyric Trusts ld (petn of Eugene 
Solmersitz) 

English and Spanish Produce Co ld 
(petn of Gedge, Kirby & Millett) 

Bungalow Building Co ld (petn of 
R D Sykes) 

Morgan David & ld (petn of A 
Tannerbaum and ors) 

David Payne & 1d (petn of the Brad- 
ford Old Bank ld 

Prince & Baugh ld (petn of Dixon 
& Roe) 

English and Colonial Forage Co 1d 
(petn of Henry Sykes 1d) 


Petition under the Joint Stock 
Companies’ Arrangement Act, 
870. 
Paterson, Laing, & Bruce ld (petn 
of Liquidator) 


Chancery Division. 
Vizcaya Santander Mining Co ld & 
reduced (petn of Company) 
Lowestoft and East Coast Ice Manu- 
facturing Co ld & reduced (petn 
of Company) 


Companies (Winding up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Court Summonses. 

Albert Court Estate Co ld Rosher 
v Albert Court Estate Co ld (for 
declaration as to rents) 

Globe Venture Syndicate Id (for 
misfeasance— witnesses) 

Thorpe Bros & Co ld (for misfeas- 
ance—witnesses) 
Same (on Directors’ 

nesses) 

South American & Mexican Co ld 
(for declaration as to security, 
created by Indenture of Mortgage, 
dated Aug 1, 1891) 

Strand Buildings Co 1d (as to deal- 
ing with surplus assets of the 
company) 

Northern Transvaal Lands Oo ld 
(for declara‘ion as to underwrit- 
ing the re-construction of the 
Company 

Walsh, Asquith & Co ld (for mis- 
feasance — witnesses) 


Fees—wit- 





Before Mr. Justice Joyce. 
For Judgment. 
Fortin v A E Sowerbutts & Co act 
Eeles v McMullen act (to be men- 
tioned April 11) 


Retained by Order. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Inre Coppen Lazelv Dingle act 


10) 
Sutherland v Halifax Banking Co, 
ld act pt hd 
Hart v Weston act 
Mappin Brosv Liberty & Co act 
Homer v Tomkins act 
Rushworth v Heginbottom act 


Causes for Trial (without Witnesses 

and Adjourned Summonses.) 

In re Contract between Everitt and 
anr and Andrews and Y. & P. 
Act adjd sumns (s 0) 

In re Nectar Tea Co for registra- 
tion oftrademark motn ordered 
to come into Non-Witness List 
(not to come in till after notice 
given to Cause Clerk that evi- 
derce closed) 

In reHumphries Lea v Humphries 
adjd sumns 

Shapter v Amphlett m f j (s o 
to prepare proper scheme) 

Williams v Poole m fj (s o go 
into Gener:] List) 

Rigden v Rigden m f j (go into 
General List) 

Anderson v. Berkley act & mf j 

In re K Creswell’s Estate Hayles 
v Creswell adjd sumns 


| 
| 


and adjd notice pt hd(so April | 


In re Silcock Stlcock v_ Elliott | 


adjd sumns 
In re Jackson 
adjd sumns 
In re Robinson Robinson v Robin- 
son adjdsumns 
Foy, Morgan & Co v Kempf adjd 
sumns 
In re Smith Smith v Shepstone 


Jeffkins vy Wise 


adjd sumns 

In re Waller Waller v Waller | 
adjd sumns 

In re Spittle Brevitt v Morris 
adjd sumns 

In re Sandilands Watt v Watt 
adjd sumns 

In re Brand Brand v Brand 
adjd sumns 

In re Beachey TJeaton v Beachey | 
adjd sumns 

In re Anne Carr Rramley v Wall 
adjd sumns 


In re Dale Dale vy Badgory adjd 
sumns 

In re Drake 
adjd sumns 


Further Considerations. 
In re Berwick Berwick v 
fur co 


Lane 


fur con and adjd sumns 


Cochran v Powell | 


Before Mr. Justice Swrvren Eapy. 
For Judgment. 
In ne The —— a. The 
rpn o gan an 
Cannel Colliery ld and Ta se 
Arbitration Act, 1889 (special case 
—lLiverpool DR) 


Retained by order. 
Motions. 
Jays ld v Davis 
Glenfield v Glenfield 
Torbock v Lord Westbury 
Lorme & Co v Allen 
Earl of Mexborough v Bath Olub 
In re Jackson Street v Laing 
Adjourned Summonses. 
In re Hester, dec Hester v Hester 
adjd sums 
In re Skinner Cooper v Skinner 
adjd sumns 
In re J R Chance’s Settlement 
Trusts Mobberley v Mackintosh 
adjd sumns 
In re Churchis 
adjd sumns 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
In re Deighton’s Patent, No 15,670 
of 1896 petn ordered to go into 
Witness List In re Monson’s 
Patent, No 4,806 of 1890, & 
petn ordered to go into Witness 
List apply to fix a day 
De Falbe v Harger act Taylor v 
Harger act 
Hancock v Dowse act (pltff dead) 
Madero v Clark act 
Hitchcock v Adamson & Oo act 
(pleadings to be delivered) 
Hardy v Lambert act 
Henley v Higgins act 
Chalmers v Clay & Walmsley act 
Attorney-Gen v Hardcastle act 
Taylor v Klyder act (not to come 
in till after 9th May) 
Driver v Withall act 
The New Century Trust Id vy 
Withall act 
Tilley 


Tilley v Harvey 


In re Jackson In re Jonas 
v Jackson act 

Borton v Reeves act 

Eskell Paget v Eskell Paget act 

Crundall v Lawes Lawes v 
Crundall act and counter-claim 

Bright’s Trustees v Hastings act 

Couvelas v Mate act 

Mitchinson v Spencer act 

Bailey v Lee & Everet act 

Bethell v Savill act 


| Whitworth, Son & Nephew ld v 


W LB Hirst act (Sheffield D R) 
The Real Estates Corpn of London 
ld v Roeenberg act 


n | Boosey & Cov James Poole & Sons 
In re Job Ashton AshtonvAshton | 1d act 
| Stewart v McCabe act 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


April 16.—Messrs. H. E. Fosrrr & Cranriztop, at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Building site 
with a frontage of 50 ft. and 177 ft., near Shoreditch Church (see partic Je 


Solicitors, Messrs. Pedley, May, & Fietcher, 
Residence at Dalston, let at £34 per annum. 
& Eve, London —A Moiety of sevea-thirteenths af Leasehold 


London.—Leasehold Semi-Detached 
Solicitors, Mesars. Paul E. Vanderpump 
Ground-rents of £53 


pas Pos Solicitor, E. Kimber, Esq., London, (See advertisements, this week, 
April 16.—Mesars. Eowix Fox & Bousrie.p, at ths Mart, at 2:—Freehold Building Estate 


at Finchley of about 24} acres, with fron 
& Wallace, London.—Biock of Leasehold 


value £2 600 


Shares of important value, Solicitor, E, Vernor Miles, Esq., 


ments, this week, 


perannum, Solicitor, Frank A. Grahi 


of 1,870 ft. Solicitors, Messrs. Phelps 
remises, partly let in Flats and Shops, 
- London -New River 


am, 
ndon, (See advertise- 


. 8.) 
April 17.—-Messrs. H. z Foster & CranFizxp, at the Mart, at 2:— 


REVERSIONS: 


To One-fitth of a Trust Fund value £18,000, in Railway Stock, &c.; lady age! 66. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Wilkinson, Howlett, & Wilkiason, London, 
To peed at Redhill, value £700; lady aged 84. Solicitor, H. Mear, Esq. 


ondon. 
To a Legacy of £2,000; lady aged 70. Solicitors, Messrs. Robins, Hay, Waters, & 


Hay. London. 


To One-ninth of a Trust Estate value £25,860, in Gas and Railway Stocks; lady 





Solisitors, 


Parson, Lee, Adams, Beck, & 


in Islington ; producing £100 annum; gentleman 80, lad: 
T ees in Rall By te ~ : 
0 ’ wa’ 

E. Kimber, Eaq., London, 


on, 
ment Biock; gentleman aged 61. Solicitor, 
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To a Trust Fund value £61,000; ladies aged 78, 67, and 62 (see particulars). 
Solicitors, Messrs. West, King, Adams, & Co., London. 
POLICIBS: For £1,000, £500, £500, £50. Solici nat Powell & Browett, 
Birmingham ; and Messrs. » Wigg, & Co 
(See advertisements, this week, page.) 
Apa 17.—Messrs. Giasien & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 :—In one lot, Freehold Ground-rents, 
f £1.450 per annum, secured upon blocks of buildings covering an area of over 11, 000 
feet, with important frontages in Dover-street and Berkeley-street, Piccadilly, recently 
occupied by a West End club. Setiatiorn, Messrs. Stibbard, Gibson, & Co,, London. 
(Gee yedversisoment, March 29, p. 5 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette,—Fripay, April 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

LimrTep 1x CHANCERY. 

Axpwick CycLte Co, Lumrepv—Petn for winding up, presented March 20, directed 
to be heard at the Court House, Quay st, Manchester, April 14. Southam, 78, Cross 
st, Manchester, solor for the petaer. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 12, 

Burton on Trent Wive anv Srirzit Co, Limrren—Creditora are required, on or before 
Friday, May 16, to send their names, —y ee of their debts or claims, 

undy, 163, High st, Burton on Trent. solor for liquidat: . 

D. C. BynpIcaTsE, Lontep —Creditors are required, on or before April 21, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles William 
Middleton Kemp, 36, Walbrook, Renshaw & Co, solors to the liquidator. 

Dove as Sratpinc & Co, Liurtep (1m Liquipation)—Creditors - | required, on or before 
May 17. to send their names and addresees and the of their debts or claims, 
» Re a Spalding, 10, Johnson’s ct, Fleet st. Witliams, Sherborne In, solor to the 

qui 

Oriver, Limitsp—Creditors are required, on or before May 16, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their — or claims, to Oliver Septimus Forder, care 
of Downiog & Co, 44 and 45, Leadenhall! 

Pivmsaco Co, Lmourep—Creditors are a on or before May 17, to send their names 
— dresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles George Baron, 8, 

T's gdns 
= London Gazette.—Tusspay, fre 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimitEep IN CHANCERY. 

ALLEGHANY Sreamsuir Co, Liwrrzp—Creditors are ‘ired, on or before May 10, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their . bts or claims, to Mr. @. D. 
mers Tad 24, North John st, Liverpool. Forshaw & Hawkins, Liverpool, solors to 

iquida’ 

Iste oF Wicut Express Newsrarer Prixtixa ayp Pusrisuixe Co, Luutrep—Creditors 
are required, on or before May 1, to send their names and addresses, and the a 
of their claims, to James William Beverton, 54, High st, Newport, Isle of Wight 

Beacompz anpD New Bricuton Omyrsus Co, Limrrep (ix Liguipation)—Oreditors are 

required, on or before May 10, to send their names and addresses, and the particalars 
of” their debts or claims, to Mr J. Alfred 8. Hassal, 6, Lord st. Liverpool 

Suagevenners SynpicaTE, Luutrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 6, to 

send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Elijah Budworth, 6, Booth st, Manchester 

Witiiam Hovautoy & Co, Lumrep—Creditors are required, on or before hay | 20, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred John 
Downs, Bank chambers, Parliament st, Hull. Bates & Mountain, Great Grimsby, selors 
to the liquidator 











Warnine to Inrenpine Hovse Purcuasers anp Lessres.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, even for a short occupation, it is advisable to 
have the Drains and Sanitary Arrangements independently Tested and 
Reported upon. For — 5, ek to The Sanitary Engineering Co. (H. 
Carter, C.E., eet aig ictoria-street, Westminster. Established 
27 years. Tel Sanitation, London. Telephone: 316 West- 
minster.—[Apvr 5 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 

UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 

a Day or Cram. 
ion Gazette.—FRiDay as ¢. 
Bercn, Banxan, ose, aon May 1 
Binizy, Evuvyp, Clifton Hall, or Preston May 2 OW R & W Ascroft, Preston 
Brine, Many, | Harrogate April 30 Leatham & Co, Wak 
Brow . aaaene SS Hewry, Caister, Norfolk, Fishing Boat Owner May7 Wiltshire & Sons, 
armouth 

Cottinewoop, ExizaseTs, Kingston on Thames May 1 Goodman, East Molesey, 


Surrey 
Gunes, | - Brake, Streatham, Stock Jobber May 10 Taylor & Taylor, New 


Coorzr, Danie, Park st, nr St Albans May 31 Beal, - Albans, Herts 
wermens, as Mana ISABELLA, St Leonards on Sea May 1 Dimond & Son, Welbeck st, 
vendish sq 
Durr, G@zorcz SuyTray, Queen’s gate May 9 Latiee & Hart, Camomile st 
BEvays, Haxnan Howe11, Nevern, Pembroke —_— Jenkins & Evans, Cardigan 
Hate, Lypia Wintersottom. Blackheath May1 Jones, Gresham bi ldgs, Basinghall at 
Haynan, Saran, Walmer, Kent May17 Minet & Co, King William st 
cane, Eee Banwagp, Oseney cresc, Camden rd, Flour Factor May5 Deacon & 
t Sc Helen’s 
Haywarp, Witt1am, Brixton May 17 Wild & Collins, Lawrence In, Cheapside 
Hesse, Gustav, Surbiton, May 15 Simmons, Finsbury pymt 
Hituier, Hannan, Peckham Peddell, Bush in, Cannon st 
Houiincprake, Josava — ine and Frances Horiincpraks, Heaton Norris, Lancs 
MayS8 Bell, 
Jackson, ANNE Ginsox, Henley on Thames May1 Cooper & Son, Henley on Thames 
Mraz, Susanna, Strood April 30 Robineon. str 
Nonzis, Ouiver, Henbury, Glos, Contractor May 1 Crossman & Co, Thornbury 
Owen, Jouy, 8 May 10 Higson & Son, Manchester 
Bevyen, =, Saoen n Epwarp, Ashton under Lyne, Cotton Spinner May 21 Cunliffe & Greg, 
Man r 
Surrn Faeperick, Brighton May 5 Dell, Brighton 
Srzsce WILL'Am ‘Loughboroug oe Parmer May3 Deane & Son, Loughborough 
Tayion Mary Anvg, Birken May 9 Griffin & Bros, Liverpool 
Tuompsox, Jonn, Tewitfleid, ~~ April 30 —_ —~ ambe 
Tuorxiey, Lot, Hyde, “hester, Hat Manufacturer y3 J&P Hibbert, Hyde 
Tourixsow, ANN, Stafford Apsil ry Jordan & Pick: Stafford 
ARD, GEORGE MaTrHEw. Pentre, May 6 Orrell, Manchester 
Woormns, Mane, Wandsworth Common April 30 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln’s 


London Gasette.—Turspay, April 8. 
Axprgsox, Arrut Se ap a —~ May 14 14 Bryant & & ee, Jah John st, Bedford row 
Asrrvatt, *fuouas, lovelyn Coleman st 


B 
Brey scan Bo lod, Ope U Cooper ay, ine at Hyde © On Bt ; Knapp-Fisher & Sons, 
ham gate, Wiel 

















[Vol. 46.] 419 
Brerrecy, Ricuagp, Chertsey May 8 Faine & Co, Chertsey 
Brown, Groner, South Hackney May 17 Brown, Pentonville ri, King’s cross 
Cnarugy, Jaume, Widnes, Licensed Victualler May 20 Oppenheim & Malkia, St 
n's 


Coney, May, Dover May 15 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 

Connex, Jous, Salisbury May17 Lawrence & Co, Beistol 

Crooxe, Artur Ocraw, St Margarets on Thames May5 Knapp-Fisher & Sons, Buck- 
ingham gate, Wi Tanne Rockbinder 

Crowrner, Witi1aM, Halifax, Bookbinder ~“ loon & Sons, Halifax 

Dopson, Writs Davin, Stoke N lewington 12 & Pearman, Norfolk st, 
Stran 


Evans Manners age ps Exizanern, Bryn Issa, nr Pershore May5 Worthington & 


Gaumn, rm 4 Brighton any A 20 

Graxcer, Jous, Carnaby, Yorks, F armer “May 1 arand & Son, iy ye 

GrimTHosre, Rt Hon Faxxy CATHARINE Baroness, Blatch’ June 

9 Beal, 8t Albans 

Guitor, Witt, Mansfield, Notts, Farmer Fo Alcock, 

Harvey, Mary Ann Carnesive, Brentwood May 3 —— & Colchester 

Hivos, Ricsarp Joxes, Preston next Faversham, Kent June Tassell & Sons, 
aversham 

Invine, Ann Stewart, Fairfield, ane ag Ma Woodburn & Holme, Li 

JACKMAN, ANN, Welling, Kent May5 a & Sons, Buckingham gate, Mae Wert 
minster 


Licnt, Martaa, Hampton Hill April 30 Wilson, Epsom 

Lumps, Wiiiiam, sowerby Bridge, or Halifax cries 10 anipem & Bons, Halifax 

Morsay, Saran Exvey, Bolton wie, 

Nuys, Gronce. Broadway, London field 

Orpacres, James, Little Orton, rhb z 

Osmoxp, Evry Hoor zr, Portsmouth Se te 10” + ee Pertmonth 

Parker, Ronert Jony, Selby, Yorks June 2 Pater & & Parker, Selby 

| nme cc — May ‘ Howard & 8h ate. Se —— 

anMiTeR, Many Exiza, Southampton Steprens, Sou’ 

Prarr. James, Gravelly Hill, ar emlnghom, Bee Brewers’ Traveller” “Stay 24 Bickley & 
Lynex, Birmingham 

ee ae Port Promeciee 1 - Frit piacknool 

HODES, JoHN, Blackpool, Cab 

Rosrysox, Danie. Tueopat.us, Grumsbury, oe Machinist ee tees Fairfax, Banbury 

SkorTowk-PARKER, NevILLE, Middie Temple ln, Temple, Barrister at Law May 10 
Smith & Co, Lincoln’s inn fieids 

Smart, ALFRED CuristrE, South Kensington May 5 8t Barbe & Co, Delahay st, 
Westminster 

Smirn, » Benranee, New ct, 8t Swithia’s In May 16 Dawes & Sons, Angel ct, Throg- 
mor st 

Sotomon, Josern, Maida vale May 381 Solomon, 

Stowers. Nowe. L, Clap rd May6 & cock, College hill, Cannon st 

Summerriecp, Wriiiam, Bristol May ._= Tarr & om ¥ 

Sykes Tromas HarpcastiE, Cheadie, ind Brow 1 Crofton & Co, Manchester 

Taytor, Mary Any, Birkenhead May 9 = iverpool 

Torris, WitiiaM, Bickley, Kent May 8t Crosse & Sons, oye ll Strand 

Waker, Cuan.es Heyry, Birkenhead May 23 Miller & Son, Liverpool 

Warers' Saran Eporvcrox, Malvern, Worcester May 5 
Nicholas In Lombard st 

Wuicnt, Jesse, Walthamstow April18 Brooks, Lawrence In 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 
London Gazette.—Frivar, April 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Bevsean, Jaume, Bow rd, Bow High Court Pet March 27 
Beoms, — Ty Jauzs, Bournemouth Poole Pet April 2 


Guam, aye tt Coal Merchant Derby Pet 

Dow .es, Witt1Am Henry Newport, Mon, Toa Merchant 
Newport, Mon Pet April2 Ord 2 

Durricy, ‘Homas, Bridgoorth, Salop, Boot Dealer 
Ma Pet april2 Ord April 2 

Harton, Moszs, Coppall, Lancs. Foreman Brickmaker 
Bolton Pet April2 Ord April 2 

Inuuxawortn, Wittiam Hexry, Pontefract, Builder 
Wakefield Peat March 27 Ord March 27 

Jonzs, James, and Samvuey Jonzs, Holeombe Rogas 
Devon, Builders Taunton Pet Aprii2 Ord April2 

Kwant, Taomas Wittiam Frepericx, Roundhay, York. 
Grocer Leeds Ar Ord April 2 

— en Wi ———- Grocer Wolver- 

hampton 


pril 2 5 
iene Pi poo M Pris ey ey 
ry Kingston upon fer Pet March 


Ond 
Lor, Wa, alwich High Court Pet March 4 Ord 
Puou, Joux, Luton, Coal Merchant Luton Pet April 2 
Ord April 2 vo 


Scort, Gzorce Envest, mesial, Confectioner Bedford 
Pet March 21 Ord April 2 
Reet Bolton, Cariier Bolton Pet March 18 


ON tem and James Wavau, East India av, 
Tey Moet High Court Pet March 4 Ord 
March 27 


Titrextox, Artnus, Upper Clapton, Commission nt 

High Court Pet Janis Ord March 27 - 

Vax Boge =F a Phoonix st High Court Pet 
Fel 

Wau, WJ Burbit Builder Kingston, 8: Pet 
March 14 arian, Bs Acted 


Wituiams, Joun, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet Merch 27 
Ord March 27 


WILiineTox, on ry Epwarp, Gloucester - Hyde Park 
High Court Pet March 6 Ord March 2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Baxenr, Groraez, C Town, Grover April 11 at 2.30 
, Canning a pril 


gay pod Carey 
Bays, EW18, Wednesbury, Electrical Accessories 
Manufacturer April 11 at 1190 Off Rec, Wolver- 


hampton 
Brveziper, Groncr, and Autuur Wartiixe Leeds, Jute 
Manufacturers April 11 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Leets 
Bitt, James Hanren, Wallheath, Staffs, Grocer ll 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampten f Dudley 
Biyta, Cuaries Pact, and Mark Biyrts, er Marney, 
Eesex, Farmers April 12 at 11 The oo Hotel, 


——, Grorecr Broventon, Derby, Tailor April 11 
at8 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby . 
Bupworra, Honacr, Leicester, Cork Merchant April 11 at 

1280 Off Kec, 1, Berridge st Leicester 
arpis, Ricnarp, Leeds, Rag Dealer April 11 at1l Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
ae hg hy 7 
Co.tixs, Cuartes Gorpox, Denmark ath Newsagent 
April11 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 
Corpinetey, Jonn 7 ioney, = Laundry 


ame April 11 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 
Day, vrs Axgruvr, apy Photographer April 14 at 


1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Ni 
Genvse1. Anis, Batham, Jeweller’s Agent April 14 at 11.3) 
24, Railway app. London 
Hanzis, Joun =, Rhyl, My Printer April 11 at3 
Crypt chmbrs, row, Chester 
Hepvce.oxa, Specn 5 NEST, Ashford, Kent, Carpenter 
Castle st, 


Can’ 
ms 5 April 24 at 9 Of Rec, 68, Castle 
Hvupsox, Dick Coal Merchant April 12 at 1 
Off 8, King st, 


Inuixoworts, Wit Aang ane Lig = Builder 
Bond ter, W 


apilllatil Off Reo, 6 
Jonzs, HENRY, Carnarvon, UJoal foun April 
1¢at1145 Sporteman Hotel, B Portmatoc 
“— Anovs Ross, Coventry, Physician April 11 at 
12 07. Hertford at, 
, Taomas Wrttiam, Market Drayton, Coachbuilder 
April 11 at 1130 Off Reo, King st, Newestle under 


Lyme 

Lixpsay, Amos J, Brighton, ~~ te April 11 at 11 
Off Rec 4, avilion Brighton 

Lorp, doun Epwarp. Wellington, Somerset, Outfitter 
April tlatll Off Reo, 5s st, 

Mov tp, Jon», Brixton hiil Builder April 14at 12.90 24, 
Hailway app, London Bridge 

Movunszy, Groncz, Morecambe. Butcher April 11 at 233 


Off Reo, 14, Chapel st, P eston yr, 
Portmadoc 


200K, Oscar James, Barrow Suffolk, Harness Maker 
April ilat2 Angei H Bary St Simunds 
Preston, B er April 11 at 3.90 Off 


Youre Jouy Tatonkalt W, 





ADJUDICATIONS. 
BovirEn, Janes, Bow rd, at ‘Ond March Licensed Victualler High 


Cotiins, CHARLES Sen S onnad hill, Newsagent 
Sheffield Pet Feb 26 Ord April 2 


Cottins, Samvet, Dears Coal Merchant Derby Pet 
Newport, Mon Pet April 2 Ord Apeil 3 
Hartcs. Moses, Coppull Bolton Pet April2 Ord April 2 


Ord April 
Dow ter, Witt14m Henry, Mon, Tea Merchant 
Dvurricy. Tuomas, Boot Dealer 
Madeley Pet April 2 Ord April 2 
Ttumcworta, Wituam baa = Pontefract, Builder 
Wakefield Pet March 27 Ord March 27 


Jones, James, and Samvet Jones, Holoombe Rogus, 
Devon, Builders Taunton Pet 12 Ord at 
KaBay, one + ~ amo rd Court March 

12 ! 


a Taomas Wii.i1aM Frepericx, Roundhay, Yorks, 
Grocer Leeds Pet April 2 Ord 2 

LANSDALE, Me ye Wolverharpton, Grocer Wolver- 

Pet April2 Ord April 2 

Leaca, sen, Crawley, Chemist Brighton Ord 


A 
wt + Brighton, Engine Fitter Brighton Ord 


LyDALL, ae Freyxce, John st, Bedford row, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Feb 12 Ord March 
Mongepere. penste, Pall Mall High Court Pet Feb 8 


wee ty Luton, Coal Merchant Luton Pet April 2 

oom, PaTRICK , ee High Court Pet Jan 
Ord March 27 

oom, J a, » Gasie 3 Town, Carman High Court Pet 


Feb 27 


Wisse, FA Cardi, Grocer Cardiff Pet March 27 
Ord March 27 


Witiis, Eowin James Temrce, 1 Surrey Ki on, 
Surrey PetJan10 Ord April2 - 


Amended notice substituted for that paced in the 
London Gazette of March 11: 


Newe.t, Grorcr, Mitcham, ow, Corn Chandler 
Croydon Pet March 5 Ord March 


London Gazette.—Turspay, April 8, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bowpex, Freperick Lionet peas, and GrorcEz 
PsercivaL BowpeEn, + Photographers Bristol 
Pet April 5 Ord April 5 

Cartwricat, Grorcz Epwarp, Louth, Lines, Baker 
Nottingham Pet March 18 Ord April 4 

Cuampers, Wittiam Situ, or. Kent, Engine 
Fitter Rochester Pet April 5 April 5 

Cuarxe., Jonny, Brooke, —" Farmer Gt Yarmouth 
Pet March 19 Ord April 3 

Ovark. Atrrep THoryui., Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby 

Pet 7 3 Ord April 2 

Coz, ALTER Hewry, Cardiff, Commission Agent 

Cardiff Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Davigss, Davip a, Lp mys Mon, Grocer Newport, 
Mon Pet April 4 

DayseE.t, ARTHUR ‘et, _ a Notts, Warehouse- 
man Nottingham ay ~ ee Ord April 4 

Dowzine, James Lewis, » Leadenhall or 
Pork Butcher High Court Pet. ‘March 3 Ord April 4 

Dowxey, Danreu Russert High Holborn, Quantity 
Surveyor High Court Pet March 13 Ord il4 

Essex, Jony, Long Lawford, Warwick D 
Coventry Pet April3 Ord April 8 

Frevpsovse, WILL1s, Morecambe, Music Dealer Preston 
Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Faaxcis, Howert, Trealaw, Glam, Colliery Overman 

Pontypridd Pet ay oe Ord April 2 

Gane, Zam aun. oe orfolk, Milier Gt Yarmouth Pet 

4p 

Geonsenen, rf 8, I ford, General Produce Dealer High 

Court P+t March 19 Ord April 4 

Goopripes, NaruanreLt, Coventry, Stationer Coventry 
Pet April8 Ord a 

Goovarrts, Epmonp, ox st, Publican High Court 

8 Ord April 4 


Gevuss, Joszpn Bexsamin, and Witt1am Henry Garvss, 
Whitbourne, Hereford, Fruit Dealers Worcester Pet 
April 2 Ord April 2 

ca. CHARLES ey: JvuLiv ~, Mark In, Export 

—— High Court Pet March 12 Ord 
4D) 

Haywoop, Gzoraez, Ser, Worcester Dudley Pet 

arch 25 Ord March 

Horosrs, Toomas Henry, "teente nur Bonsai, News- 
gent Sh-ffield Pet April 8 Ord April 8 

Hurst, Heyry 8, Portman mans, Baker st, Company 
Fromoter High Crart Pet Nov 5 Ord April 4 

Jongs, Ropert Epwaagps, ww Merioneth, Grocer 
Portmadoc Pet apri:8 Ord April 3 

Milk Dealer’s Assistant Leeds 
Pet Apri'2 Ord april 2 


Lancsurs, Rosset Jererrey, wo Labourer 
‘ aeeeiovees Pet apnil’2 Ord April ia 
Ea, EDWARD, a 

bourt Pet april Prope Hig 


Kincnory, THomas, 


Pet Aprii4 Ord 
Uiogeeees, = W N, Budge row, Company Promoter Hish 
Court Pet Feb Ord March 


eS oe _ Commission Agent York Pet 
Panay’ Tuomas Sel re em, Renteager Tredegar 
pores, Butcher Plymouth 
Pricz, Avpzrt, New Tredegar, Mon, Grocer Tredegar 
pio ret Ape Ord _ ge Read 
GBEY DERICK Wi u1am, Chester, Stationer Chester 
Pet April 4 Ord April 4” 


Pet apriis Od 
Peansz, Joszrn, Ply; 
Pet March 24 Ord 





—-- Harry Breyton, Marsh Baie, Oxford, Publican 
xford Pet April2 Ord April 2 
we... ies a < oer pton, aren, Schoolmaster 


Rusiiye lewis, i ar Working Shoemaker 
Leeds Pet April 4 (Ord Apel 

SHAFNEs, a Gaisford st, ‘Kentish Town, Chins 
Dealer High Court Pet March 12 Ord April 3 

Sipwett, Henry Tnomas, jun, Herne Bay, Builder 

terbury Pet March 17 Ord April 3 

Sarre, Witiiam, Redruth, Cornwall, Qoach Builder Truro 
Pet April5 Ord April 5 

Sovrnon, Many, Westgate on Sea, Kent, baie House 
Keeper Canterbury Pet April 2 Ord A 

Spricnut, Freoericr, r~ye | hoe Beter. Wake- 
field Pet April 3 Ord April 3 

TuirkeTT.e, Gronce, Laxfleld, nr Framlingham, Suffolk, 
Blacksmith Ipswich Pet ‘March 26 Ora April 5 

Tuosre, ArTraun Wituiam, Clifton, York, Cake Mer. 
chant’s Traveller York Pet March 22 ‘ord sens 

Wake, Cuarves, York, Grocer York Pet April 3 Ord 
April 8 

Wesster. Rosert Barrmcrox, Kingston upon Hull, 
Pork Butcher Kingston upon Hull Pet April5 Ord 

5 


A 
Wass, Frep, Ki upon Hull, Batcher Kingston 
upon Hull Pet March18 Ord April 4 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Axcocx, Warrer, Pleck, Walsall, Confectioner April 16 
at 10.80 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Barker, Epwarp, Bowness on Windermere, West- 
moreland, Aerated Water Manufacturer April 16 at 
2.20 Off Ree, 16, Corawallis st, Barrow in Furness 

Batgs, Grorce Henry, — Cabinet Maker April 
16 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Brevsy, Horace CLaup Victor, ni Tuomas BICKESTETH 
Beaey, Liverpool, Solicitors Aprillsat2 Off Reo, 
35, Victoria st, Fae - 

Bourse, James, Bo wrd, Bow April 15at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Brows, em JAMES, gga April 15 at 1280 
Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbur 

Catiow, WiiviaM Opry, Liscard April 16 at 12 Off Ree, 
65, Victoria st, Liv 

CoLemMAn, — ma! of W, Stationer April 15 at 
8 19, Quay st, Newport, I of W 

Coox, Joux Henry, Grantham, Furniture Remover April 
15 at 12 Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Datsy, E A, Eaton Socon, Beds, Brewer ‘April 16 at 3,15 
Lion . ord 

Dow.ixc, James Lewis, Leadenball Market, Pork 
Buteher April 18 at 2.30 Bankry py bidet arey st 

Downey, Daniey Rvsseut, High olborn, uantity 
Surveyor 18 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, an st 

Exxis, Cuaries James, Reading, Factory Foreman 
17 at 12 Quaeen’s Hotel, 

Francis, Richarp, Bas bourne, Builder April 17 at 2.30 
Messra Uoles & Sons, Seaside rd, Bastbourne 

Gruss, Joszrn Bexyamixn, and WittjAm Heyxry Gauss, 
Whitbourne, Hereford, Fruit Dealers April 16 at 2,30 
45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Hannast Epcar, e. Gt Yarmouth, Hairdresser April 15 at 
10.30 Mr Lovewell Blake, South Quay, Gt Yarmouth 

Harpixc, Rosert, Maesteg, Glam, Butcher April 15 at 
12.30 117, St Mary st, Uardiff 

Harcu, Mosgs, Coppull, Lines, Foreman Brickmaker 
April 16at3 19. ee Bolton 

Hitt, Cuag.es Avevstus ditch, Warwick, Fishing 
rod Maker April 16 at 11 174, Corporation st, 


Birmingham 
Hinsc - GR, Great St | wed s, Merchant April 16 
at 12 nkruptcy bldgs, Care 
JonFs, R, and SamMve. one, Holcombe 
Devon, Builders Aprilléatil Off Rec, 5z 
Taunton 
Jones, Ricnagp, and Ricnarp Lewis Jonzs, Cardiff, 
Jewellers April 15 at 11 k St M st, Cardiff 
—_— lh a April 1 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
KEeE.inaG, pad Timsbury, Somerset, Builder April 16 at 
12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Kenney, Witi1am Lionzi FirzomnaLp, Stockton April 16 
at12 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
a Tuomas, Milk Dealer’ s Assistant April 
15 at 11 Off Ree, 22, k row, Leeds 
Larirwoop, Jouy, Worcester Park, Surrey, Company 
Promoter April 21 at 12 Baukruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Lea, Epwarp jun, West Norwood, — Draper April 
16 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Loo, we Dulwich April 21 at 2.30 Snetingtey bldgs, 
Usrey st 
Mapp, Asruur James, Cefn, Bychan, nr Ruabon, Denbigh, 
Olerk A oril 15 at 11, 30 The Priory, Wrexham 
Masoy, Tuomas, Crewe, Photographer April 25 at 10,30 
Royal dotel, Crewe 
Mokrrtock, Erne., Hotel Cecil, Strand, Portrait Painter 
april15ati2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Varey st 
Myeguson, Estaes, Tonypandy, Giam, Farniture Dealer 
April 15 ati2 135, Bigh et, Merthyr Tydfil 
Newsy, Wruxiam, York, Commission Agent A 17 atl 
Off Rec, Tne Bed House, Wuncombe pl, Yor! 
Owen, Huon, Lianfachraeth, Anglesey, Pailor April 15 at 
11 Sbip orel, 
Parns, Epwarp Waneen, Winterbourne, Glos, Quarry 
Owner April16 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Beldwin se st, 
Paansa, 2 Joszrn, Plym uagten, Dep Devon, Butcher April 15 at 11 
5, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 
Pippvuck, ety and ALsent Epwarp Barker, Cobridge, 
Jet Manufacturers April 16 at 2.30 North 
Stafford Hotel, Stoke on Trent 
Purxis, WALTER, Sebert rd, Forest gate, Timber Mer- 
chant Apri! 16 at 12 Benkraptey 
Row.ey, Ricnarp, Cullompton, — = 8c 
April 24 at 10. _# Off lig 18, pelteet oem , Exeter 
Roy, Rg Farmer April 16 at 10,90 
RusuinG, Henry, ani gown April 15 at 11,30 Off 
Ree, 22, Park row, 
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fcorTT, By Fe Eawest. Bedford, Confectioner April 15 at 
4 on Hi . Bedford 

puareen, Wavy Kentish Town, China Dealer April 8 
at 2. 


st 
Suanr, Groras. , Stonemason April 18 at 
1145 Law Courts, 


h 
Bolton, Carrier April 16 at 830 19, 


fovTncoTT, Epwix Aperr. and rT Hues 
Leoxarp, Bristol, Jewellers April 18 at 1230 Off 
Be ea ei Pee Bake Apel 

8 none BEDERICK, Kus’ ley, Yorks er 17 

"eat 11 Off Ree, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 


frrs, Tomas, 
Exchange st, 


me... Prscry Hersert, Chippenham, Grocer April 15 
Cambridge | 


at 230 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, 
a Pr gh” tbe and —_ Waven, yt av, 
erchasts April 17 at 230 kruptey | 
bidgs, Carey st 


Trrrertox, ArTave. Upp*r Clapton, oe Agent | 
' 


A 17.at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Vay Noorpsex, Cuaries, Phonix st 
bidgs, Carey st 
Waxz, Onsnies, York, Grocer April 17 at 1.30 Off Reo, | 
Red House, Duncombe pl, York 
Warts, W J, Surbiton, Builder April 16 at 11.30 24, 
Railway app, London Bridge 
Wii a DITH > yl. am ny one Builder 
April 16 at 12 Crypt chm! Chester 
WIiiaMs, — Tage gy hae Mon, © ‘Collier wi ‘15 at 1L16 | 
Off Rec, S' 


Weeenesen. oor oa a ag ll Ln Hyde Park | 
April 18at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Care 





Se nell” 16 at 2,30 | 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the | 
SoricrTors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is | 


requested that application be made direct to | 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 
Annual Subscri: 
So.icrTrors’ JOURNAL, £1 6s. ; by post, £1 8s. 
WEEKLY REPORTER, £1 6s. ; by post, £1 8s. 
SoLiciToRs’ JOURNAL and WEEKLY 
REPORTER, £2 12s., post-free. 


tions, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE: | 





| Admission, 1e. ; 


‘FLLEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


TED. 
prinrerns, “Te 


LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PaauamentTary Bitis, Minvrszs or Evipencs, Booxs or 
Rererence, STATEMENTS OF Ciaim, Axswens, &0., &c. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


NEWSPAPERS, 
| Amd all General and Commercial Work. | 


Every description of Printing. 





| Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTER, 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDON, E.C. 


| W404ée TUSGAUD'S SXHIBITION . 
Baker-street Sta’ 





THE ORIGINAL conemamenee ROBES 
WORN BY GEORGE THE FOURTH. 
N&W PORTRAIT MODELS of 
HIS MAJESTY — EDWARD THE pevaeren, 
HER MAJESTY QUEEN ALEXANDRA, 
T.R.K. THE PRINCE and PRINCESS OF WALES. 
REGAL and HISTORICAL COSTUMES 
ROM = REIGN OF WILLIAM THE ccc, 
OWN TO THE PRESENT DA 
eA. Tussaud’s Roumanian ia. 
Orchestral Performances, Special Q uartette, Trios, , &e. 
Children under 12, 64 Open 10 till 10. 














co 


<a 


The New 
“Safety” Pen. 
From 12/6 to 26/- each. 


The “Dainty” Pen, 
5/- and /- each, 
The “‘Dashaway” Pen. 
From 10/6 to 24/- each, 


The “‘Easy” Pen. 
From 8/- to 16/6 each. 


_ THE BEST, Eo} vita PENS IN THE WORLD ARE - 


<i —S— 


[aa 
ff ke PENS Gi 


Illustration. 


From 5/- to 10/6 each, 


Illustrated Catalogue of all 
Stationers or of the Sole Whole- 
sale Agents : 


EYRE & SPOTTISWOODE, 
GREAT NEW STREET, BATT 
LONDON, E.C. - get 2 

















| Save 


———— 
ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., 
NEEDS HELP. 
J. @ WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 


ESSRS. INDERMAUR & THWAITES 
(Editors of the ‘‘ Law Students’ Journal,” 


Tn he eet brvctaly ont ten to 
in and and 






























rt 


F 


lents 
for the Solicitors’ Final and Intermediate 
and for the Bar Final. 

Eye ty 


i 
Ht 











Solicitor, A 
ences —C., care of “ Office, 27, Chan- 
ce W.C. 








ESTABLISHED 1880. 


ADAME AUBERT'’S ENGLISH and 
cad OREIGH GOVERNESS ant ay ey aemmot, ¥, 


Gover, Lady frofencrn and Teashey, Repti 
Reel prospectuses of schools gratis on receiving re- 


OLICITORS’ ag Work CO., 683, 
pt en every desorip- 
Shorthand Work work sent by hey secuptiy Succes to and 












(CaEEAL Cty Offices to be Let, from £80 
to £40.—Szaniz & Hares, Paternoster House. B.C, 


MALLPOX INSURANCE.—N otios-— The 
~y 


w Personal Accident and 
insued | the Impzriat Acorpent, &c. 
East, 8.W., secure payment 












InsuRayxce ea 17, 
{n of small- 









Special 
THE IMPERIAL insurance company 
touarep, FIRE, 

Established 1903, 

1, Old B.C., 22, Pall Mall, S.W., and 47, 
Subseribed Capital, 1,200,000 saa” * np 


Yunis over 
£. COZENS 


aTenre. —Mr, F. W. GOLBY, ae oe 
M.8.A., Patent Agent (late of H.M. Patent Offices 
London, W.C. Letters Patent ob- 
effected in all parts of the 
Opinions and Searches 



























OOLOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 








's Park, are OPEN DAILY Sundays 
from 9-Rm unl cane “Admin 3 . wa 
hildren Among the recen itions is a Rocky 
| ountais Gost in full winter dress. 











EOPROBATE VALUATION: 
PINK, & 


1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, oth ogg nny E.C., and 17 & 18, 


P) 
~~ a 
The Members of the LEGAL PROFE. 
are respectfully requested to pe A 


mend our Firm to Executors 
Pequiring Valuations. 








— 
poe Gs 


e) 


LONDON, 


cevkmisaues 1772, 








STo. 





Ng S) 
‘PICCADILLY, 
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SPRCIAL NOTICE 10 CIGARETTE CONNOISSEURS. 


TRADE MARK 





/ ‘. 
Oradtr¢ett[es, 
the whole Legal Profession to be 
CIGARETTE ever produced. 


Acknowledged b: 
the FINES 


The "LEGAL "” Cigarettes are carefully rolled by hand by 

the most enced Cigarette makers. The Tobacco is 

most carefully blended to suit the taste of the best con- 
Doisseurs, and are sold in three different kinds :— 


SPECIAL EGYPTIAN BLEND—1/9 for 25 ; 3/6 for 50 
and 7/- for 100. 
EGYPTIAN BLEND No, i—1/- for 18; 2/9 for 50; 
5/6 for 100. 
STRAIGHT CUT VIRGINIA~—9d. for 20; 1/9 for 50; 
3/6 for 100. 


One of each of the “ Legal”? Cigarettes will be sent px 
receipt of name and address, Apply to— 
L. 


FIELDCOVITCH & CO., 
71 & 72, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited 
LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. OAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized, 
. B. CLAYTON, Joint 
FP. H. CLAYTON. Secretaries. 


‘ENERAL  REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


No. 2% PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
(Removep From 5 WHITEHALL. ) 


Established 7, and further empowered by Special Act of 
liament, 14 & 15 Vict. c. 130. 


Share m-. Debenture Capital .., - £619,870. 


Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 
Reversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 
charges. Policies Purchased. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


FS ty nn 1823), 


Interests in Real and Personal 
_—- —t Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 


Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,225. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30. COLEMAN STREET E.c. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 


sl-free on 





10, 














CHAIRMAN : 
8irn HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Banr., 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.C. 


Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build, o1 
Freehold, Leasehold, or Copyhold Property. 

Intérest for Loans Reduced to to 4$ per Cent. 

Preference Shares £10 each ; Interest 4} per Cent. 

Deposits received at 3, 3}, and 4 per Cent, 


Prospectus free of 
FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 


I 








Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE AND SON 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 


Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 


PLAS-YN-DINAS, 
Dinas Mawddwy, Merionethshire, 
Wales. 


For Gentlemen of the Upper 
Classes only. 


Shooting—19,000 acres. Fishing-9 miles Salmon, 
27 miles Trout. 
References — . 
Dr. Gro. Savace, 3, Henrietta-street, Cavendish- 
square, London, 
Dr. D. Ferrier, 34, Cavendish-square, London, 


For Prospectus, Terms, &c., apply to 
Or. WALKER, J.P., 
Dinas Mawddwy. 


Treatment or INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 


For Terms, &c., apply to 
F. 8. D. HOGG, M.R.C.8, &c., 
Medical Superintende nt. 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 
Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A., 
Principal: H. M. RILEY, Astoc. Soc. 
Study of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience Exvellent 
Legal and Medical References. For terms and particulars 

apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 


THE INEBRIATES ACTS. 1879-99, & PRIVATELY. 








Medical 
M.D. (Camb.). 








| 


W. P, THOMPSON & CO., 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 


BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 
UNDER ENTIRELY NEW MANAGEMENT. 


For the Treatment and Care of Gentlemen suffering from 
Inebriety and Abuse of 3. Healthy employment and 








recreations : Workshops, poultry farm, gardening, cricket, 
tennis, billiards, &c. Nine acres of Grounds. —_— light 
throughout. Terms 1} to 2} Guineas weekly. No Extras. 
Apply to Resipent Mepicat SuPERINTENDENT. 
ESTABLISHED 18651. 
BIRKBECK BANK, 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
CURRENT ACCOUNTS. : 
Ojf onthe minimum monthly balances, oO 
2 I, when rot drawn below £100. 2 l 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 
2} : I on Deposits, repayable on demand. 2} ‘le 
STOCKS AND SHARES. 
Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANAOK, with full particulars, 
post-free. FRANCIS Ré¢.VENSCROFT, Manager. 
Telephone No. 5 HoiBory. 
Telegraphic Address: ** Binxsrck, Loypos.” 
BRAND & CO.'S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 
Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 


Apply to : 
| The Employers’ Liability Assurance Corporation (Limited 
at the above address. 


MEAT JUICE, &c., 








BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENTS 


To H.M. THE KING and H.M. THE QUEEN. 
Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judges. 


FOR KING'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. | 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VELVET. 
Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, e 
Clerks of the Peace, and Ooroners. 


CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY owns. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. . 











Of ali Chemists and Grocers. 


| BRAND & OO., LTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. 


THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


EPPS 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


OCOA: 


BREAKFAST-—SUPPER. 
























































The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, 


os Tae. oe 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use, 


SHare Certiricates, Depenturss, &c. ved and 
printed. OrriciaL SEa.s designed and pon 


Solicitors’ Account Books, 


RICHARD FLINT & CO,, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 





NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE &, 
A Practieal Handbook to the Companies Acts, 
By Fravcis J. Guzen, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law, 


PATENTS and TRADE-MARES, 





322, High Holborn, W.C. 
(and at Liverpoo,t, Mancuzster, and Biamineman), 
LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Prow ~ 
vineia and Foreign SOLICITORS in : 
PATENT matters. 
Representatives in all Capitals, 





8. FISHER. 188, Strand. 
AMILTON HOUSE, Victoria Embank- 


ment (corner of Temple-avenue), 
TO BE LET, 
For aesting» of 5 Gti ee Arbitras | 
A LIGHT and SPACIOUS HALL 
(with Board Room in connection), 
Accommodating from 250 to 300 persons, Also 
SMALLER ROOMS for similar purposes. 
Also, on Lease, 
TWO SUITES of Offices cn Ground Floor. 








ULLEE, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.c. 
Established 1807, 

AUCTIONEEBS, Valcume, AND SURVEYORS 

MILLS AND MANUFACTORIES, 

PLANT AND MACHINERY, 

WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 

Telegraphic Address—“ Futtes, Horszy, Loxpox. 
Telephone No. 746 Avewue. 
AUCTION SALES. 


| eo FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS 
take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and include” 
| every description of House Property. Ptinted terms cam 
| be had on application at their Offices. Messrs. Field & 
| Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give special” 
| attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. Offivs, - 
54. Borough Wigh-street, and 52, Chancery-lane, W.0. 


ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 

street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention af 

oni tt to the many attractive W 

Honses which they have for Sale, Particulars on app: 
tion, Surveys and Valuations attended to. 











t-End 
“car 





